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Discussion Topic]’, jossa on käyty keskustelua nimenomaan “kohdattaessa tappamisesta”. Analyysin metodina 
käytin Erving Goffmannin kehysanalyysin mukaelmaa. Käytössäni oli kolmen eri tason kehyksiä: aihekehyksiä, 
metakehyksiä ja pääkehyksiä. Aihekehykset valitsin mukaillen teemoja jotka nousivat aineistosta, siten että ne 
palvelisivat metakehyksiä tulkinnallisessa työssä. Metakehyksiä valitsin työhöni käyttöön kolme: väkivalta, säännöt 
ja etiikka. Käytin myös kehittämääni virtuaalisuuden pääkehystä ymmärtämään pelaajien näkemyksiä toiminnasta 
virtuaalisessa ympäristössä. 
 
Havaitsin, että ‘äärimmäisen maailman’ ja Jumalan referensseistä tyhjennetyksi tulkittu virtuaalinen maailma DayZ 
ja pelaaminen siellä, voitiin ymmärtää moraalin etsimisenä niin yksilölliselle pelaajalle kuin pelaajien yhteisölle. 
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monenlaisen tavan pelata peliä ja suhtautua siihen moraalisesti, sekä kokea väkivaltaan sen puitteessa. 
 
Johtopäätöksenä oli huomio, että ‘tarina’ tai ‘narraatio’, joka muodostui pelaajien yhteisvaikutuksesta, oli 
moraalisen toiminnan mitta. ‘Hyvän pelaajan’ hyveet määrittyivät suhteessa tuon ‘tarinan’ tarjoamiin kokemuksiin, 
eivätkä hyveet välttämättä palvelleet suoranaisesti pelaajan kasvamista pelaajana, vaan tuon tarinan mielekkyyden 
lisääntymistä. Virtuaalimaailman etiikka DayZ:ssa vaikuttaisi määräytyvän sen esteetisen arvon mukaan. 
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“The Matrix has its roots in primitive arcade games,’ said the voice-over, ‘in early graphics programs 
and military experimentation with cranial jacks.’ On the Sony, a two-dimensional space war faded 
behind a forest of mathematically generated ferns, demonstrating the spatial possibilities of 
logarithmic spirals; cold blue military footage burned through, lab animals wired into test systems, 
helmets feeding into fire control circuits of tanks and war planes. ‘Cyberspace. A consensual 
hallucination experienced daily by billions of legitimate operators, in every nation, by children being 
taught mathematical concepts... A graphic representation of data abstracted from the banks of every 
computer in the human system. Unthinkable complexity. Lines of light ranged in the nonspace of the 
mind, clusters and constellations of data. Like city lights, receding.”  
 
― William Gibson, Neuromancer (1984) 
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GLOSSARY 
I have used quotation marks to separate terms that have a specific use among the players of DayZ and 
used italics to cross-reference other words in the glossary. I have placed within brackets the original 
Cyrillic names of places in the game world. The definitions heavily based on those made by Tavinor 
in his glossary The Art of Videogames1, are marked with footnotes. 
“bandit”: Term is used to describe a ‘playstyle’ where the player robs others of their equipment. This 
is done either by killing the victim or in a way that the victim is not killed, but is forced to give 
his belongings away. The latter is considered to be a lot more skilful feat amongst the players 
of DayZ. 
“bambi”: A ‘newbie’ player that is inexperienced playing DayZ. The term can be also used to 
describe a ‘freshspawned’‘player-character’. 
cyberspace: The online world of computer networks and the Internet. 
carebear: Somewhat belittling term for a player who fancies cooperative or solo ‘PVE’ combat, 
chatting, or developing the player-character over ‘PVP’ combat. 
clan/crew: A group of people working together in online multiplayer games. Usually clans use 
several different methods for communication such a private forums and ‘VOIP’ software. 
“Chernarus”: [Чернарусь] (Black Rus) the fictional world of DayZ. Chernarus is 225 km2 in size. 
The main body of the map is composed of a fictional landscape of post-Soviet state, with 
majority of rural areas and forests. The eastern and southern edges of the map are composed of 
a shoreline. There are approximately 50 towns and villages on the map. The cities and villages 
are plagued by zombies and the players can gather equipment from them. 
“Chernogorsk”: [Черногорск] or “Cherno” for short is a city in the fictional world of Chernarus. It 
is a large industrialized city located on the southern coast of ‘Chernarus’, between Balota and 
‘Elektrozavodsk’. Chernogorsk has developed a reputation for bandits and therefore people 
avoid it. 
death-match: Or DM for short is a popular game type often found in ‘first-person shooters’ where 
the objective is to eliminate all opponents as quickly as possible. 
                                                            
1 Tavinor 2009. 
 
     
digital-virtual: Virtual in its original meaning is something being such practically or in effect, like a 
map is of the terrain it represents. There is a noteworthy difference between the original 
meaning of the word, and the fairly common modern usage of the word which has become to 
mean ‘any’ computer generated digital representation. For clarity, I will use the word virtual in 
its more common usage and refrain from separating the digital-virtual and virtual, and merely 
content with virtual. 
“Elektrozavodsk”: [Электрозаводск], or “Elektro” for short, is a large city located on the southern 
coast of ‘Chernarus’, east of ‘Chernogorsk’. Many building types can be found here, and it is 
a source of high activity due to both its size and its importance as a spawn location.  
“Enfield”: Lee Enfield rifle, one of the weapons available in DayZ. 
engine: See ‘game-engine’. 
first-person shooter: A genre of videogames involving the representation of a fictional world from 
the first-person view of the player-character. The objective of these games is often to kill as 
many of the other occupants of the fictional world as possible.2 
freeplay: Gameplay lacking authorised or defined objectives, where the player may instead explore 
or toy with the possibilities of a game system or fictional world.3 
“Freshspawn”: Or “freshie” for short, a ‘player-character’ that has spawned only moments ago. A 
freshie has practically no equipment, and poses very little threat to other players, since their 
only weapons available are fists. Fresh spawned player-characters also have the state: “hungry”, 
and will die of starvation if the player is unable to find food in time. 
“friendly”: It is common for the players to declare themselves as not having hostile intentions by 
shouting (or typing) out ‘friendly’ via the games internal communication channels (VON or 
text-chat). This is also used as method to get the other player to let their guard down and then 
kill them.  
“fully kitted guy”: A player-character that has plenty of equipment gathered, usually military grade 
items and weapons.  
                                                            
2 Tavinor 2009. 
3 Tavinor 2009. 
 
     
game-engine: A software program, often proprietary and shared between different games, that 
combines the representational and functional features of a videogame into a coherent platform 
that becomes the technical basis of performance and creation of a videogame.4 
grief: A breach of the behavioural norms of gaming, where players annoy, disturb, or generally make 
nuisances of themselves to other players.5 
game design: The way the game plays; including the user-interface and the mechanics of game play, 
such as what is required for the ‘player-character’ to succeed or survive, and how the game 
rewards or punishes the ‘player-character’ form different actions. 
“hero”: A playstyle where the player focuses on helping others and trying to hunt down ‘bandits’. 
in-game: A term used to emphasize an event taking place inside the game’s world.  
KOS: Killed on sight or killing on sight. 
lonewolf: A player who plays the game by himself and not as a part of a group. 
loot: The equipment one is able to gain from defeating an opponent, usually by “looting” their 
remains. 
“map”: The fictional world of ‘Chernarus’. 
mod: A modification of a game where the content and the gameplay are altered to a degree so that 
the game plays differently from the original version. 
MMO: Massive multiplayer online game. A game where many players inhabit an online persistent 
world; often involving rich social behaviours such as trading, clans and global game world 
events.6 
NPC: Non-player character, i.e. a character controlled by the computer. Often reviewed as the ‘PVE’ 
content of the game 
NWAF: North-west airfield, a location in ‘Chernarus’ which has a reputation of being a very hostile 
location and a good place to find equipment. 
                                                            
4 Tavinor 2009. 
5 Tavinor 2009. 
6 Tavinor 2009. 
 
     
newbie: A new and inexperienced player. Compare with ‘bambi’. 
playstyle: A way the player chooses to play the game. This can be many things, such as playing the 
game very considerate to other players or such as ‘griefing’. 
open world: See ‘freeplay’. 
PVE: Player versus the environmental content in the game. Such as fighting zombies in DayZ, or just 
trying to make the player-character survive against hunger and thirst. 
PVP: Player versus the other players. PVP usually takes the form of combat of some kind. Can be 
limited by gameplay, though DayZ is very allowing in the possibilities of PVP. 
role-playing, or RPing for short: A ‘playstyle’ where the player acts out according to their player-
character and the setting of the game world.  Also refers to game mechanics involving the 
development of the ‘player-character’ via skills and abilities gained by playing the game. 
respawn: Same as ‘spawn’, but emphasizing the fact that it occurs right after the player-character 
was killed. 
IRL or real life: ‘In real life’ or plain ‘real life’ is used to emphasize something happening outside 
the game’s world.  
PC: Player character that is controlled by a player. 
sandbox: A game that presents a large open fictional world that players can explore largely on their 
own terms. 
“standalone”: A standalone version of the game. DayZ was at first a ‘mod’ to ArmA 2. The developer 
Bohemia Interactive began developing a game of its own based on that mod, which is called 
standalone version to clarify what version the players are referring to. 
spawn: The appearance or birth of the player-character in to the game world. Usually this takes place 
on specific spawn points or areas on the map. In DayZ new characters usually spawn on the 
eastern shore. 
 
     
survival-horror: A game with horror and mystery elements and where the player is often placed in 
a weakened state relative to adversaries, encouraging a pervasive feeling of threat, and cautious 
gameplay.7 
third person view: Representation of a fictional world from the third-person view of the player-
character, usually the “camera” follows the player-character few meters above and behind the 
character. 
third-party: A software developed by others than the developer of the game. Either intended or not 
intended to be used while playing the game. Such software is generally used for communication 
between players while playing the game. 
“text chat” or “chat”: As with ‘VON’ within the game there is a possibility for a text based chat, 
when the player-characters are within 150 meters of each other. 
training mission: Or a part of the game specifically designed to teach the player how to play the 
game. 
tutorial: see ‘training mission’. 
VOIP or VON: Voice over internet protocol or Voice over network. A software or a feature that 
allows players to talk to each other using microphone and audio playback. DayZ has a feature 
built in that allows players to talk via VON to each other when ‘player-characters ’are 
approximately within 150 meters of each other in the game world, or use the ‘text-chat’. Players 
and clans also use ‘third-party’ software to communicate with each other to overcome the 150 
limitation of the game. 
“Winnie”: Winchester rifle, one of the weapons available in DayZ. 
Zed: The zombie-like ‘NPC’ monsters of DayZ. 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
7 Tavinor 2009. 
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PREFACE 
 
“The more complex the mind, the greater the need for the simplicity of play.”8 
- Capt. James T. Kirk  
 
From the moment I had my first experiences with Nintendo Game & Watch, Donkey Kong and the 
“red-box” Dungeons & Dragons, I have been what one might call a ‘gamer’. My career has lead me 
on many expeditions, of which one was that of a pirate in the vast virtual world of EVE Online. As a 
former “Internet spaceship-pirate” I am amused to find myself researching ethics of virtual worlds.  
 
For me there was an unpreceded experience of moral freedom becoming an Internet space pirate in 
EVE Online. Since it was “only a game” I had the chance to roam the vast space of tens of thousands 
of solar systems with hundreds of thousands of other players, and to freely go plunder and steal from 
others their hard earned assets without remorse. I found myself drawn to this world of organised 
virtual crime; hunting down innocent freighters with my “corp-mates”9, never knowing what we 
would catch and whose day we would ruin. 
 
Perhaps my past makes my research somewhat biased, but I would like to think otherwise. In my 
opinion it merely makes me adequate. I find myself wondering, what the ethical landscape of the 
virtual playfield is offering us. It is somehow less real to me than real life, but more real than just 
pure make-believe or more traditional games; the achievements accomplished in virtual worlds seem 
to have more than just an abstract, purely fictive meaning. It is easy to reinvent yourself in this strange 
virtual setting. 
 
There is a connection here with how it felt like as a child to dress up as something else. Perhaps I just 
put my shirt on inside out but it made me feel as if I was someone else. Lost in the moment, the 
illusion was real. To me this feeling has been, and still is, one of those essential human experiences. 
Sometimes one of the best things one can do is to be someone else just for a while. 
 
 
 
                                                            
8 Star Trek TV-series, episode: Shore Leave. 
9 Corporations are the equivalent of clans in EVE online. 
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1.0 ETHICS OF VIRTUAL WORLDS 
 
In this chapter I introduce previous studies in the field of ethics of virtual worlds. I will give examples 
of American journalist Julian Dibbell’s already a classic case of ‘cyber rape’10, as well as a study of 
virtual world of Second Life11. I will use these examples to show how events of virtual worlds have 
a significance to players and as such may have an ethical meaning.  
 
The study at hand can be said to be directed at a relatively new subject in the field of videogames. 
There have been many studies on the effects of violence in videogames during adolescence,12 as well 
as numerous studies of the possibilities of using videogames as part of teaching and learning.13 
However, all of these studies are interested in the effect of videogames in ‘real life’ and the behaviour 
of people after playing games, whereas this thesis finds its ambition in quite the opposite direction. 
My aim is to study the digital world as a part of life, not just as a means to an end, but as an objective 
in itself. I consider the ‘digital-virtual’14 world as a sphere of life on its own, with its unique qualities. 
To understand social relations created in that sphere we have to examine also its ethical codes and 
norms, and their relation to their real life counterparts.  
 
American scholar of cyberspace, Kurt Reymers, has written a study on virtual ethics of virtual world 
of Second Life in his paper Chicken Killers or Bandwidth Patriots? A Case Study of Ethics in Virtual 
Reality15. He points out a case now considered the ‘first’ virtual-ethical case of a violence in virtual 
environment of LambdaMOO.  
 
In a now classic article on virtual reality in the 1990s titled “A Rape in 
Cyberspace,”16 Julian Dibbell anticipated the tension between simulated and 
actual experience. In that article, Dibbell describes a MUD, or multi-user 
domain (a kind of text-based only virtual reality that preceded three 
dimensional graphic user interface virtual reality) named LambdaMOO. In 
                                                            
10 Dibbell 1998. 
11 Reymers 2011. 
12 Gentile et al. 2004. 
13 Jackson 2009. 
14 From now on referred simply as virtual. Refer to glossary for detailed clarification of the use of the term. 
15 Reymers 2011. 
16 Dibbell 1998. 
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the MUD, one user manipulated the computer code so as to force another 
user’s character to “perform” (within the context of their shared reality, which 
is merely the text description that defines the MUD) certain unsavory sexual 
practices upon the character of the perpetrator. The afflicted user reportedly 
experienced emotional trauma not unlike that of an actual rape victim. 
[Australian Scholar of cyberspace Elizabeth] Reid writes, “Users treat the 
worlds depicted by MUD programs as if they were real. The illusion of reality 
lies not in the machinery itself but in the user’s willingness to treat the 
manifestations of his or her imaginings as if they were real.” The line between 
the virtual and the real is thinner than common sense might allow us to 
believe.17 
 
Before I am willing to associate the term ‘rape’ with something that took place in a virtual world, the 
term itself requires more thorough inspection as it tends to carry a certain shock value. Even though 
I want to be careful not to diminish the shock and trauma experienced by the players as it would seem 
to be very real for them in a sense, rape in the real world is one of the most terrifying forms of 
depriving one of right to physical integrity, therefore one has to be very careful of not jumping into 
conclusions without further enquires, based purely on the choice of words. What is important here is 
the fact that it is the user’s willingness to accept the virtual as real, which makes the events as 
meaningful to them. American scholar of ethics Thomas M. Powers has in his paper “Real wrongs in 
virtual communities”18studied the case of LambdaMOO and sees the rise of new communities, with 
unique moral qualities of their own, that require philosophical studies of what is ‘real’ and ‘wrong’ 
in these ‘make-believe’ worlds. 
 
This meaningfulness of virtual communities would seem to be the case with other online worlds as 
well. American games researcher Ren Reynolds who has continued T. M. Powers’ work by studying 
virtual worlds of massive multiplayer online (MMO) videogames and not just online social worlds 
such as LambdaMOO argues that: 
 
 
                                                            
17 Reymers 2011, 9. 
18 Powers 2003. 
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To conclude, acts in MMO’s, even those that seem only to have meaning 
within the internal structure of the MMO, can have moral content; but do 
not necessarily have such content. This is as true for MMOs as it is for social 
worlds.19 
 
Virtual acts are indeed subjects for moral consideration and can have moral content, but the fact 
remains that none of the victims of this ‘virtual rape’ felt the need to punish the player behind the 
character for committing such an act. 
 
What, some wondered, was the real-life legal status of the offense? Could 
Bungle’s20 university administrators punish him for sexual harassment? 
Could he be prosecuted under California state laws against obscene phone 
calls? Little enthusiasm was shown for pursuing either of these lines of 
action, which testifies both to the uniqueness of the crime and to the 
nimbleness with which the discussants were negotiating its idiosyncrasies. 
Many were the casual references to Bungle’s deed as simply ‘rape’, but 
these in no way implied that the players had lost sight of all distinctions 
between the virtual and physical versions, or that they believed Bungle 
should be dealt with in the same way a real-life criminal would. He had 
committed a MOO crime, and his punishment, if any, would be meted out 
via the MOO.21 
 
The resolution of the situation was the ‘death penalty’ of the character, while the player was allowed 
to create a new character for the game. So we have to ask ourselves, what was it that actually took 
place here? As Dibbell describes it, “From then on, it was decreed, LambdaMOO would just have to 
grow up and solve its problems on its own.”22 In a sense, it was the birth of a new society. 
 
This is a conclusion that would also seem fit for another virtual world Second Life, which has been 
the interest of Reymers: 
                                                            
19 Reynolds 2007, 11. 
20 Bungle was the name of the character accused of virtual rape. 
21 Dibbell 1998. 
22 Dibbell 1998. 
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If it is the case that the simulations created in virtual realities reflect a shift 
to postmodern era, we can expect that traditional and modern modes of 
ethics involving enlightened self-interest, individual responsibility ends and 
means and arguments from moral development to be less than apt for 
describing and anticipating the actions and reactions of free agents in second 
life [--] the crisis of philosophy is intensified as new postmodern virtual 
realities bear down upon our old, modern face-to-face reality. This crisis 
leads to one of [American scholar of Computer Science Colin] Beardon’s 
final questions, “What is the nature of the responsibilities one has when 
offering a new version of reality? In Second Life and increasingly in 
cyberculture generally, this crisis is realized through the modality of the 
construction that people collectively create as they compete for resources in 
virtual worlds, share social bonds, create communities and factions, and 
work out amongst themselves what it means to kill a virtual chicken.23 
 
These cases raise a question of the nature of violence we encounter online. We speak of killing and 
raping, which both have very strong and real violent meanings, but what are the acts that actually take 
place online? What does it mean when one kills another online? The player usually continues playing 
with a new character after being killed, so a real murder surely did not take place, even though the 
experience could have been that of violence for both parties. 
 
The focus of this study is in the online society built around communicating and interacting between 
players through an interactive MMO videogame DayZ. It is a game where society as we understand 
it, has come to an end. A virus has turned most of the people into ravaging human monsters and the 
players are to survive in this post-apocalyptic world searching for food and supplies. The game 
belongs to a genre of ‘sandbox games’, a genre where there is no pre-written story and as little 
limitation to players’ action as possible, to the extent of being able kill or restrain other players’ 
characters and torture them, or to create cooperative clans to survive this horrific world together.  
 
 
 
 
                                                            
23 Reymers 2011, 16. 
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1.1 Study perspective, hypothesis and research question 
 
In the following part, I contextualise my research question. I explain what I mean by seeing my 
subject as part of post-secular phenomena and how I consider it as part of ethical self-realisation of 
the players. I also introduce the concept of ‘autotelic violence’ to help understand the nature of 
violence experienced in virtual worlds.  
 
Finally, I define the research question and introduce the methodology used in this study. In brief, the 
research question regards the morality of actions in virtual worlds. After explicating the question, I 
introduce the methodology I used for the study, Canadian scholar of sociology Erving Goffman’s 
frame analysis.  
 
 
Virtual as part of post-secular phenomena 
 
In this study I try to understand the ethics of actions and interaction between people in virtual 
environment of a MMO videogame DayZ. More precisely, I study how the players discuss their 
actions and how they judge the morality of those actions in a frame that provides very little moral 
guidelines and often rewards the abusing of other players. I do this by analysing a forum discussion 
of the players. I focus on the most relevant issues on the forum conversation of Killing on Sight 
(KOS) in the videogame DayZ24, revolving around the question: is there a right way to use violence 
in the game?  
 
As for limiting my data to only consider the discussion around KOS, as an example of virtual 
violence, I do so because it is one of the most controversial topics of the forums and of the game, 
with a clear ethical aspect to it. The conversation on the forum is heavily reflective of the different 
aspects of the moral implications of actions in a game which otherwise has rather little moral 
restrictions to it.  
 
My motif for this study, from the perspective of science of religion, is to view playing in virtual 
worlds as part of post-secularism. Virtual worlds and life in them is understood as self-realisation of 
the players. Playing the game can provide insight to the players’ understanding of their personal 
                                                            
24 Bohemia Interactive: DayZ Forum. 
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character, by providing the player with experiences different from his ordinary life. Through this 
insight, he is able to reinterpret his ordinary self and the everyday world surrounding him.25   
 
In this study I will consider post-secularism according to Canadian scholar of philosophy Charles 
Taylor in his A Post Secular Age26, which I will inspect in detail next. To summarize this means that 
I understand the MMO’s virtual world as a morally emptied public space, which means in this context 
that the traditional transcendent meanings are lost. This public space of DayZ is seen as being emptied 
of God or references to ultimate reality as the normative source of guideline of action, and instead 
this sphere of life has its own internal logic, which is the source of its ethical landscape.27 
 
I base my analysis of ethics of virtual worlds on interpreting them as play, games, competitive sports, 
and rituals. These similarities to real life ethics are means to understanding the ethics of virtual worlds 
for the purposes of this study, as well as for the players themselves. The lack of ready-made reference 
points to ethics in this new sphere of life forces us to use those points of reference which are more 
familiar to us.  
 
I also argue that violence experienced in these virtual worlds is a sort of autotelic violence, that is, 
violence for its own sake. The representative resemblance with reality provides the player with means 
to experience being someone else, and in that experience the moral grounds are not those of the 
ordinary life. I continue to argue that the ethics of actions in the virtual world of DayZ are measured 
by their significance to the narrative that is created by the interaction and symbolic content of the 
game. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
25 Taylor 2007. 
26 Taylor 2007. 
27 Taylor 2007. 
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Post-secular age 
 
In this section I take a closer look on Charles Taylor’s ideas and views on how he sees post-
secularism, and how I use those concepts in this study.  
 
Charles Taylor approaches the question of post-secular society in his book A Secular Age28. I follow 
in his footsteps in defining the concept of post-secular. There are several views on post-secularism, 
of which I have chosen Taylor’s because of his ideas on post-secularism being a continuation of the 
ideals of romanticism reinterpreted in the post-war / post-modern society, which in its turn serves the 
purposes of this study. Understanding the virtual experience as a continuation of Romantic ideals 
seems to be useful, since it allows us to interpret the actions and views of the players in a way that 
gives insight to our understanding of this fairly new phenomenon of videogames. 
 
Taylor approaches the question of post-secular from the perspective of public spaces. He argues that 
they have “been allegedly emptied of God or any reference to ultimate reality.” He sees that this 
emptied public space has now been filled with different spheres of activity of human life. We do not 
refer to God or other religious beliefs for our norms and principles, but instead these spheres of 
activity follow their own internal rationality or logic of moral. Each of the spheres ―economic, 
political, cultural, professional and recreational, have difference in their respective ethical principles. 
For example, a political sphere might have a strong emphasis on a utilitarian idea: the greatest benefit 
to the greatest number in politics for example.29 
 
Taylor sees the whole question of secularity as a “matter of the whole context of understanding in 
which our moral, spiritual and religious experience and search takes place.” Thus secularity, in a 
sense, has actually become a search for moral, which was previously defined by God or transcended, 
but has now been emptied of those references. As the uniformity of society that previously was 
structured within the parameters of religious belief is no longer guided by that thought, there is a need 
to fill that space with a new or at least different perspective to normativity of action. Instead of ‘God’, 
moral grounds for normativity have to be found somewhere else.30 
                                                            
28 Taylor 2007. 
29 Taylor 2007, 2. 
30 Taylor 2007, 3. 
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This secular “search for morality” finds many different forms, of which Taylor suggests one to be 
post WWII consumerism. He sees there has been a “steady spread” of what he calls the “culture of 
authenticity”. This view of life has its beginnings in the Romantic expressivism of the late eighteenth 
century. In Taylor’s view this Romantic understanding of life as a way of realizing one’s own 
humanity in a manner not imposed upon from the outside, but an expression of what is inside, has 
left its mark on modern thinking. The Romantic notion of life is critical of what conformity 
surrounding society has to offer in the forms of religious and political authority, or the previous 
generation’s view of life.31 
 
According to Taylor, the ideas of Romanticism were critical to the inner division of the human 
experience. There was a need for freedom in self-expression and reinterpretation of what it meant to 
be human. This criticism was aimed at “artificial divisions” created and maintained by social 
structures, such as reason versus feeling, as much as against the social division of people, and the 
division of spheres of life in, say, work and play. It was understood that these divisions were 
connected to the domination and oppression of the ‘self’ by the society and that they were restricting 
one’s full realization of his humanity. Following Taylor, I observe the virtual world of DayZ as part 
of the self-realization of the players. In this public space emptied of God or references to ultimate 
reality, and creating its internal logic, it is their ‘search for ethics’, which is in fact the very subject 
of this study.32 
 
 
Hypothesis 
 
My hypothesis for this study is the assumption that the virtual world of DayZ can be understood as 
post-secular phenomenon and from three different perspectives. Firstly, it can be understood as a 
play, which means that I define DayZ as a subset of play and as a rule based activity. For this 
definition I use and interpret DayZ as an “element of play in the contemporary civilization” following 
the ideas of Homo Ludens33 of Dutch historian Johan Huizinga. This also means that there is a ritual 
                                                            
31 Taylor 2007, 457. 
32 Taylor 2007, 476. 
33 Huizinga 1949. 
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aspect to the game, actualisation by representation. The player is not merely observing the game, he 
is actualising it. 
 
Secondly, DayZ is understood as game through being a rule-based activity which is interpreted 
following the typology presented by Finnish game scholar Markus Montola in his On the Edge of the 
Magic Circle, Understanding Role-Playing and Pervasive Games34. This means that there are several 
layers of rules and normative behaviour influencing the playing of the game. The rules of the game 
are not limited to the rules within the game, but the gameplay is affected by the rules of ordinary life. 
This, however, brings a tension to the game since the ethical rules of the game can largely differ from 
those of ordinary life. Thirdly, playing DayZ can be interpreted as a form of sport and inspected in 
the virtue ethical view as suggested by English scholar of ethics Mike McNamee in his book Sports, 
Virtues and Vices: Morality Plays35.  
 
In trying to understand my source material from a virtue ethical viewpoint, as understood by 
McNamee, I will simultaneously shed light on the question of what it means to be a ‘good player’. 
As McNamee suggests, being a player of a game means that the player has certain limitations in order 
to achieve the goals presented by the setting of the virtual world, and as such, it requires skill from 
the player to be considered successful. In his work McNamee suggests that there is also camaraderie, 
strong emotions and heated debates on how to play fair, and what the parameters of good 
sportsmanship in the game are. McNamee also emphasises the ritual nature of sports and the relative 
closeness to the question of what it means to be a human in the ethical sense.36 
 
 
The research question 
 
The research question of this study is what purpose and meaning the players of DayZ see violence 
serving in the virtual world of DayZ? The question can be broken down as follows: how do the players 
see killing and violence as part of the game? How do they see those actions as part of the moral code 
of the game and the purpose of violence in the game? Is there a difference between virtual and non-
                                                            
34 Montola 2012. 
35 McNamee 2008. 
36 McNamee 2008. 
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virtual ethics? Is there a right way to play the game?  Is there a right way to use violence? What is the 
nature of virtual violence? 
 
I approach my subject of ethics of virtual violence through the conversations of players on an Internet 
forum of DayZ37. I have narrowed down the subject of conversation to be analysed to consider killing 
on sight (KOS), which is one of the most ethically controversial subjects among the players on the 
forums. Many players claim that even though killing is an essential part of the experience, KOS is 
ruining the game and is inconsiderate towards other players. The topic has been subject of ongoing 
conversation since the mod and launch of the standalone version. There are opinions and heated 
discussion for and against it. 
 
I use Goffman’s frame analysis (see chapter 2) as an analytical tool and the primary method of 
organising the source material. Since the discussion I study is very much layered, using frame analysis 
is a reliable tool. Frame analysis as a method for analysing the layered meanings and influences that 
take place within a given situation, was first explicated by Ervin Goffman in his work Frame Analysis, 
An Essay on the Organization of Experience38, and it can easily be used as a method of discourse 
analysis. Matt Hope gives an example of its use in his paper “Frame Analysis as a Discourse-Method, 
Framing ‘Climate Change Politics’”: “Frame analysis is a discourse analysis method that is 
principally concerned with dissecting how an issue is defined and problematized, and the effect that 
this has on the boarder discussion of the issue.”39 
 
 
1.2 The videogame DayZ and the source material 
 
In this chapter I introduce the source material used in this study. First, I illustrate the background and 
development of the game. I also give some insight to the developers of the game. Then I define the 
source material used in this study, and clarify the demography of the players of the game as well as 
the users of the forums that I use as my source. 
 
                                                            
37 Bohemia Interactive: DayZ Forum. 
38 Goffman 1974. 
39 Hope 2010. 
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The main subject of this study is a discussion around videogame DayZ, a game developed by Dean 
Hall and Bohemia Interactive. It has been a very challenging task to find reliable impartial 
information on Bohemia Interactive and the development of the game, and therefore I have been 
forced to rely on the information disclosed by the company themself. However, I do not see this as a 
considerable problem since the focus of this study is the actions while playing the game, and the 
perceptions of these actions by the players in the forum, and not the development or the game itself. 
The information given by Bohemia Interactive is adequate for the needs of the background 
information in this study, even though there is no other information to supplement it.  
 
Bohemia Interactive is what is called an ‘independent game development studio’ within the 
videogame industry. Generally in the videogame industry this means having relatively small teams 
developing games, and a fairly limited budget, since they are not operating under a larger videogame 
publisher, which could provide significant financial support. However, working independently gives 
more freedom of expression to games, without the need to satisfy external parties requiring profit for 
their investment.40 
 
The focus of videogames developed by Bohemia Interactive have been in the “high-end products of 
computer simulation and entertainment”. Simulation is a genre of videogames in which the aim is to 
simulate real life circumstances, such as flying a helicopter or fighting in a battlefield. One of the 
most renowned videogames made by Bohemia Interactive is the ArmA series, which is a simulation 
of tactical military warfare where the player is able to perform the duties of a soldier in the field 
operations such as driving a tank or an airplane, or fighting as a foot soldier in the battlefield. The 
aim of the game is to try to simulate the battlefield as realistically as possible. The player plays as a 
single soldier either in the first or third person perspective. The ArmA series has been a commercial 
success as well as being critically acclaimed.41 
 
The videogame DayZ started out as a modification to the game ArmA 2. Developer, Dean Hall, was 
working for Bohemia Interactive at the time of the development of ArmA 2, and created a 
modification of the game. It was a scenario where the game was altered into a survival-horror game, 
instead of a simulation of a battlefield. The landscape used in the game as map was now populated 
with zombie-like creatures, and the player did not have equipment at their disposal at the start of the 
                                                            
40 Bohemia Interactive: web brochure, 2014. 
41 Bohemia Interactive: web brochure, 2014. 
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game. Instead, the player had to scavenge through the zombie-infested cities, searching for supplies. 
Hall added the need for food and water to the game as well. 
 
The DayZ modification of ArmA 2 became very popular and was generally noted by the games media. 
Bohemia Interactive made a contract with Dean Hall to create a standalone version of the 
modification, a game of its own, and he began developing DayZ (standalone version) to be published 
at later date.42 
 
On 16 December 2013, the standalone version of DayZ was published in ‘alpha state’ as a work in 
progress version.43 It was an unfinished product with a lowered price, with an intent to get the players 
to give feedback and to co-operate in the development process, and to test the unfinished product. 
The game has sold three million copies, which can be considered a significant commercial success 
for a videogame.44 
 
The videogame DayZ could be described as a ‘first-person shooter’ ‘open world ‘survival-horror’ 
‘MMO’ game45. The player is controlling a single character from either the first or the third person 
perspective in a virtual world of imaginary post-Soviet state of Chernarus46 set upon 230 sq. kilometre 
area. The narrative frame for the game is there has been a violent zombie apocalypse that has turned 
most of the people in the area into zombie-like monsters and the main goal of the player is to survive 
in this post-apocalyptic world. The main objective for the characters survival is to scavenge for 
supplies such as food, water, medication, and weapons. The player is able to choose how he plays the 
game, as there is no prewritten storyline. The characters are able to use violence against the zombies 
and towards other players’ characters, who also inhabit the virtual world as survivors. Players can 
also co-operate together to survive and achieve common goals. The players are able to use in-game 
voice over Internet (VOIP) service and text chat to communicate to one another.47 
 
It is worth noting that the persistence of the character and the game world are central to DayZ. The 
player-character remains in the same place and state between game sessions, so the player continues 
                                                            
42 Bohemia Interactive: web brochure, 2014. 
43 Bohemia Interactive: development blog. 
44 Bohemia Interactive: web brochure, 2014. 
45 Please refer to glossary for more details. 
46 "Black Russia" or "Devil's Russia". 
47 Bohemia Interactive: DayZ Webpage. 
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from where he left off. The changes in the game world are also persistent, e.g. a tree cut down by a 
player, remains cut down. This persistence of actions is what creates a continuity throughout the 
game; if the player uses several tens of hours of time to search and gather equipment and in the end 
is killed and robbed, he is then forced to start the process again. This adds meaning and significant 
consequences to death and loss, and in a way make the losses more ‘real’ than just events in the 
context of the game.48 
 
 
The source material 
 
The source material for this study is a discussion concerning killing on sight in the game on the 
Bohemia Interactive’s forum for DayZ. I have limited the data to be studied to a forum thread “So… 
KoS… [Official SA KoS Discussion Topic]”49. I have also limited the time frame of the discussion 
to consider only the standalone version of the game, starting from the 17th of December 2013, until 
the 10th of August 2014, covering over 2100 posts and well over a hundred participants. This 
timeframe includes all the posts made from the very first post on the thread to the start of this study. 
 
The conversation in the thread is composed of varied opinions and comments by the players of the 
game and KOS in it. Mostly the conversation revolves around the question whether KOS is a problem 
to the game or not. There is also a significant amount of suggestions on how to solve the ‘issue’. 
There are also a few stories told by the players how they got KOS in the game, or how they KOS 
others in the game. Arguing for and against the playstyle of KOS and describing the way in which 
one plays the game, form a part of the conversation too. Large majority of those who write to the 
thread only make one or two comments, but there are also several writers who have written tens of 
posts. In my analysis I have concentrated on those who have been the most quoted and most active 
writers, since it is easier to achieve a more thorough insight on their views. 
 
The forum moderators state that they have been collecting several threads under this one topic in the 
forum, so it is safe to call it the most extensive discussion on the topic on the Bohemia Interactive’s 
forum. There are several other sites on the Internet where both DayZ as well as KOS are being 
                                                            
48 At the timeframe of this study the persistence of the game world is still heavily in development, but the characters 
and their equipment are persistent. 
49 Bohemia Interactive: DayZ Forum. 
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discussed. However, I have decided to limit the source material to the one “official” forum of the 
game since the nature of the forum is unique as the game was released as a work in progress version, 
and the players are encouraged to participate in the development and give their views and opinions 
on the direction the game should evolve. The developer’s own forum is the main site for this purpose, 
and therefore it can be argued to have the most extensive conversation on the matter. It is also worth 
noting that the presence of developers gives the conversation a unique dimension of metagaming, 
which is one of the research interests of this study. 
 
The demography of the players participating in the conversation on the forum seems to be that of 
male adults around the age of 30. There are no demographic studies available on DayZ, but we can 
conclude something from an informal poll on the forum on the demography of the player base of 
DayZ.50 There were 51 participants of which 94% said to be men and 6% women. Average age was 
29.5 years with maximum value of 61 and minimum value of 17. This gives us a rough sketch of the 
demography of the player base which seems to follow in the lines of a broader study of MMO player 
base. 
 
In a boarder study on the demography of MMO games “Unmasking the Avatar: The Demographics 
of MMO Player Motivations, In-Game Preferences, and Attrition”51, Nick Yee drew the conclusion 
of “about 15% of respondents were female (N = 5547). This ranged from 8% to 18% depending on 
the game. The average age was 26.6 (N = 5509, SD = 9.19).” In this light, the percentage given by 
the informal poll on the DayZ forum would suggest that the numbers for female players of DayZ 
seem a bit low, but it is noteworthy that from those three women from the poll, two were submitted 
by their significant others.  
 
It is a known fact that women tend to get harassed in games more easily, and due to this, it is relatively 
common for women to hide their real gender in MMO games. For this reason it is a strong possibility 
that the percentage of female players in DayZ is higher than the forum poll would indicate, as the 
players would have to participate in it with their own forum avatars, making it difficult to hide their 
gender. This type of harassment is of course abominable for the whole gaming community in general, 
and one hopes it will soon be only a memory from the past. 
 
                                                            
50 [http://forums.dayzgame.com/index.php?/topic/169738-demographic-profile-of-dayz-community/]. 
51 Yee, 2014. 
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For quotations from my source material I use the following procedures. I have wanted to maintain 
the structure of the forum posts for clarity and ease of reference. I start with the writer of the post. 
When the original poster quotes someone else from the forum, I place that in brackets and use italics. 
I indicate the time of posting and possible editing time of the post in parenthesis at the end, always 
using italics. All timestamps used are in the default time zone (GMT) of the forum. Individual links 
for posts are placed at the end in the source material section of references. 
 
 
1.3 Previous studies 
 
DayZ has not been a subject for frequent research interest, but there is at least one study “Death and 
dying in DayZ”52, written on the significance of death in the game by Australian scholars Marcus 
Carter, Martin Gibbs and Greg Wadley. Their interest was the players’ unique experience of death 
and dying in DayZ. They found that the way death is portrayed and constructed intensified the social 
interactions and the level of player investment to the game. According to their study, this also invokes 
a moral dilemma, which in turn argues for the justification of the use of DayZ as source material for 
a study on virtual ethics. 
 
Virtual ethics have been a somewhat researched subject since the birth of computer networks in the 
end of the 20th century. Most recent studies have shown an increasing interest in the MMO 
videogames, such as Second Life, few of which I already introduced in chapter 1.0. One of the 
relatively recent studies that has notable ethical interest to it is “Making real money in virtual worlds: 
MMORPGs and emerging business opportunities, challenges and ethical implications in 
metaverses”53 by British scholars Savvas Papagiannidis, Michael Bourlakis, and Feng Li. Their 
perspective to virtual worlds is the commercial development of players providing services in them, 
as we have seen a development of virtual business with the emergence of virtual worlds where the 
players are able to create content. 
 
Virtue ethics in particular as part of virtual worlds is somewhat new subject for a study. There are 
several papers written on the matter of ethics in virtual worlds, with few brief overlooks on the subject 
of virtue ethics, as I have already presented a few of those above, but I have not been able to find a 
                                                            
52 Carter, Gibbs & Wadley 2013. 
53 Papagiannidis, Bourlakis & Li 2007. 
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thorough or comprehensive investigation on the matter of virtue ethics as the main subject for a study. 
To the best of my knowledge this mere master’s thesis, at this stage, is one of the most comprehensive 
studies in the field virtue ethics in virtual worlds. 
 
A very recent example of research of the social environments of games is a doctoral thesis 
Playfulness, Play, and Games: A Constructionist Ludology Approach54 on the field of information 
research and interactive media by Jaakko Stenros. In his work, Stenros researched how and when 
play and the social world around play are in conflict. He was also interested in the borderline 
normative behaviour games provide, including griefing and trolling, with an interest in their birth and 
their nature as phenomena as part of games. 
 
From the field of religious studies and popular culture, I highlight a recent example of a master’s 
thesis Eksorsismi uskon merkkinä – länsimaisen kauhuelokuvan kerronnan muutos55 by Finnish 
scholar of religious studies Heidi Rautala. The study analyses the use of exorcism as a sign of faith 
in western movie narration. She tries to understand how the use of exorcism in western horror films 
is tied to what she calls fear of faith. 
 
Last but not least is the Finnish scholar of religion Teemu Taira’s work Teemu Taira: Pehmeitä 
kumouksia. Uskonto, media, nykyaika56 in which he inspects the role religion and the science of 
religion in the contemporary media and popular culture. A field of which this study finds its place as 
well. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
54 Stenros 2015. 
55 Rautalahti 2014. 
56 Taira, 2015. 
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2.0 FRAME ANALYSIS  
 
In the following paragraphs, I introduce my use of frame analysis as a discourse analysis method in 
this study. Before introducing frames specific to this study in chapter 2.1, I first take a closer look at 
frame analysis in general. I use three main categories of frames in this study: primary frames, 
metaframes and issue frames. 
 
Frame analysis can be used as a form of discourse analysis, which in general has been heavily 
influenced by Foucault, particularly his work The Archeology for Knowledge57. The central concept 
of discourse analysis is the fact that “discourse is socially constitutive as well as socially shaped.” 
This means that there is a mutual influence between the discourse and the society. Discourse that 
takes place within a society affects the society but also is affected by the society. This is known as 
the social construction of discourse. 
 
The social construction of discourse is true even more so when it comes to discussion about the 
videogame DayZ, to the extent of the discourse altering the reality of the game. The conversations 
taking place on the forum are observed by the developers and the players of the game. Hence, the 
influence of the discourses does not only affect the behaviour and apprehension of what it is to play 
DayZ and how one should do it, it also influences, through the developers, the very essence of what 
the limitations of ‘natural’ world of DayZ are (more on this matter later in chapter 3.1 with Tavinor’s 
“affordance of action”). As a result of discourse, the actions that one is able to take and the world 
itself, can alter in a very profound manner, even changing the ‘laws of nature’ controlling the events 
in this virtual world.  
 
Goffman, whose work on frame analysis precedes that of Foucault, says the focal point of frame 
analysis is in the revelation of what it is that one perceives to be happening on around him. From this 
understanding, of what it is that is going on, we accommodate our behaviour and attitudes accordingly 
to function properly in a given situation. This perceived viewpoint to the situation is layered with 
different perspectives he calls frames. It is a particular situation with its particular circumstances that 
one has to adjust his framework to, in order to understand how to behave.58 
 
                                                            
57 Foucault 1972. 
58 Goffman 1974, 8. 
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As we have already seen, a ‘frame’ is how one perceives reality and what is crucial to his 
understanding of what it is, that is actually going on. The aim of frame analysis is to problematize 
and deconstruct perceived reality by gathering the frames involved in the formation of the 
perspectives that direct the course of their actions. In this case it is a dialogue on the implications of 
killing on sight in DayZ.59 
 
Goffman sees our involvement in social events governed by perspectives or frames, which are basic 
elements in the definition of the situation for the subject. We perceive the situation through these 
frames, and our relation in them forms our understanding of what it is that is going on. This 
elementary conception of situational awareness, which aims at the understanding of one’s attendance 
in the given situation, is the definition of a frame for Goffman.60 
 
As already noted in chapter 1.2, Goffman divides the primary frames in to two categories: natural and 
social. Primary frames answer to the question of whether that which is going on is either natural or 
social on its most elementary level.61 As used in this study, metaframes affect the perspective of the 
subject, but from a more general point of view. Issue frames define the very issue at hand and are 
limited to that situation alone.62 
 
I find the primary frame to be problematic for this study. The events of the game world, which are in 
the center of the discussion, seem to not take place purely in a social frame nor do they take place 
purely in a natural frame. The actions the players take in the virtual world can be situated in both the 
social and the natural frames. I will later argue, in chapter 2.2 that there is a need for a third primary 
frame of virtual to fully understand the perspectives one has towards actions and events that take 
place in a virtual world of MMO games. 
 
When one tries to understand human behaviour, it is important to reconstruct the frame in which the 
actions have taken place. What are the key elements organising one’s perspective of a situation or the 
basis for one's conclusions of the situation? Keying is what Goffman calls something that is “already 
meaningful in terms of some primary framework”, but which in the process of keying is seen by the 
                                                            
59 Goffman 1974, 21. 
60 Goffman 1974, 10–11. 
61 Goffman 1974, 21. 
62 Dombos at al. 2012. 
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participants to be something quite different, like a game of chess, where the players understand that 
the actions taking place on the chessboard have significance in the frame of the game, or the actions 
on the stage during a drama, where the audience knows a murder is taking place, is merely make-
believe. He continues by calling the “meaningful universe sustained by the activity” either a realm or 
a world, of which the latter is to be understood as ‘real’ or ‘actual’ and former is more temporary as 
it is upheld only as long as the activity keying the events takes place.63 
 
As suggested by Goffman, some realms could be considered as worlds, since their nature is more 
actual or real than in normal realms.64 So can be said in the case of MMO games which seem to differ 
from traditional games because the activity is sustained by a large number of people all over the world 
and even when no people are playing it is sustained by the servers running the game’s software. This 
combined with the persistence of the world and the characters in it, MMO games seem to fall into the 
category of worlds. For clarity, in this study I have chosen to use the term virtual world instead of 
using merely realm or world, as it is also more commonly used when considering ethical studies in 
the field of virtual ethics.  
 
Goffman also comments the seriousness of activities. He says that, “when the key in question is that 
of play we tend to refer to the less transformed counterpart as ‘serious’ activity.” Goffman makes a 
notion on how he understands some basic keys in our society. Keys such as make-believe, “the 
‘reason’ for engaging in such fantasies is said to come from the immediate satisfaction that the doings 
offers.” He also considers contests and ceremonials to be basic keys in our society. In contests such 
as sports, Goffman sees that the “rules of sport supply restriction to the degree and mode of 
aggression.” Of ceremonials, which he also calls social rituals, he writes: “a performer appears as a 
character other than himself.”65 
 
I will also use the concepts issue frames and metaframes as used by Dombos et al. in their paper 
“Critical Frame Analysis: A Comparative Methodology for the ‘Quality in Gender+ Equality 
Policies’ (QUING) Project”. In their study they used issue frames and metaframes to analyse different 
                                                            
63 Goffman 1974, 44–47. 
64 Goffman 1974, 46. 
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approaches to policies for their subject of study. I find these concepts very fitting, as the subject of 
this study is to understand individual policies in the matter of KOS.66 
 
In their study they used issue frames as “policy frames that provide a relatively coherent 
story/reasoning in which issue specific prognostic elements respond to issue specific diagnostic 
elements. Issue frames are abstract synthetic constructs in the sense that they are not necessarily 
linked to any one text in their pure form.” I will use these two frames to analyse and categorise the 
issues that arise from the source material.67 
 
I also use their concept metaframes, which they define as “overarching frames of a higher level of 
generality that stretch over different policy issues and can be operationalised as the normative aspects 
of issue frames”. I will limit this study to three different metaframes: violence, rules and ‘the good 
player’, which I will also use to analyse the source material. I have chosen these three metaframes 
because of their essential relevance to the subject of this study: violence as experienced by the players 
in the virtual world of the videogame DayZ. The metaframes offer us an excellent tool for 
understanding and analysing the discussion on the matter. 
 
Thus, in the analysis the discussion is divided into three layers: primary frames, metaframes and issue 
frames. Each of these deals with different aspects of the discussion. Issue frames include the topics 
and statements immediately related to the KOS discussion. Metaframes are used for higher level 
analysis of the underlining topics of the discussion, and include the views and positions of participants 
but are not necessarily directly involved with the issues of KOS in the game. Primary frame is used 
to form the very basis of the understanding of how the players comprehend what is going on and what 
they are actually doing when discussing KOS in the forums. Paraphrasing Goffman, primary frames 
are in association either with our understanding of the frame of natural world or the frame of social 
world.68 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
66 Dombos et al. 2012. 
67 Dombos et al. 2012. 
68 Goffman 1974. 
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2.1 Primary frames and virtuality 
 
In the following, I introduce more closely the themes and perspectives I will use to frame the 
discussion, as well as the frames used. First, I discuss the need for the use of a third primary frame. 
Then in chapter 2.2 I introduce the metaframes of rules, violence and ethics used in this study. Lastly 
in chapter 2.3 I take a closer look at the issue frames which are central to the discussion on the forums.  
 
According to Goffman, there are two types of primary frames: natural and social. Natural frame is to 
“identify occurrences seen as undirected, unoriented, unanimated, unguided, ‘purely physical.’” 
These events are not the result of action taken by a wilful agency that would guide or determine the 
end result of the events.69 
 
Goffman says a social frame aims at “understanding for events that incorporate the will, aim and 
controlling effort of an intelligence, a live agency, the chief one being the human being.” These 
frames dictate our understanding of social events and proceedings around us, and determine our 
appraisal of actions and our expectations of nominal outcomes of events.70 
 
The primary frames are problematic for this study as limiting the primary frames to either natural or 
social, or even a combination of those, does not necessary cover what the players perceive to be 
happening in a virtual world. Goffman has only two primary frames available in his methodology. 
He argues that a primary frame is always required for our understanding of what is going and when 
a primary framework is keyed the meanings within can alter, meaning that what we perceive to be 
going on, can be keyed to mean something else than what it appears to be in the first sight, such as a 
drama on a stage. However, ‘virtual’ does not seem to be a keying of neither of the two primary 
frames, but closer to a primary frame of its own.71 
 
Virtual environment, realm or a world, seems to be ‘natural’ in the sense that there are ‘laws of nature’ 
guiding and limiting the actions of the player-characters or avatars. These limitations are either 
created within the software, that is creating and upholding the virtual environment, or they are 
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included by inherent limitations of the software or hardware running the software creating the virtual 
environment.  
 
This is ‘natural’ frame of the virtual environment for the player and the player-characters in DayZ. In 
this virtual environment the player-character is either hit by a bullet or evades the shot. It is in this 
environment where the player-character has need for food, water and warmth. The computer runs the 
software creating the environment, which is not immediately controlled by any one, but nevertheless 
one that simulates natural environment. 
 
On the other hand, all this can be interpreted as a combination of different social frames, of which 
one is the frame where we understand that the developers create and manage the software, and is 
where the players create meaning to the player-characters’ adventures. It could be argued that virtual 
environment would thus be understood as within the primary social frame, but that would not give 
justice to the emergent nature of the virtually upheld world.  
 
The world of Chernarus follows its own natural course of action. There are weather conditions, game 
to hunt, and encounters with other players unplanned by either side affected by these natural 
conditions. It is after all a simulation of a world with its own inhabitants and a social world of its 
own. The events and actions that take place in the game world are in the end events in the obscure 
world of zeros and ones created by electric current, representing events which the players understand 
through the frame of virtual. 
 
It would seem possible to argue that virtual is a mere combination of natural and social frames, but 
yet I see that given the circumstances a virtual event could ‘precede’, in how it is understood, both 
the natural and social frame and not just be a subset of either. Virtual events can be understood in a 
way in which natural and social frames could not give us an understanding of what it is that is going 
on, as the virtual frame could. 
 
Even though there is a live agency behind creating and upholding the virtual world, the world itself 
is very much natural, not guided in a direct manner by an agency that has will or aim, but merely 
mathematical circumstances created by randomization and emergence of events within the natural 
flow of the world. Even more so, the virtual frame itself would seem to be able to account for actions 
and events that natural and social frames cannot. The players make their assessments of what is going 
based on the fact that some of the actions and events of the game are virtual, neither natural nor social 
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in their primary nature. On the basis of this, I see it well-founded to argue that virtual can be used as 
a third primary frame for the purpose of this study. 
 
 
2.2 Metaframes 
 
As for the metaframes of the study, I limit myself to a selection of three metaframes. Firstly, I will 
use the metaframe of violence, as explicated using Soldaten: on Fighting, Killing and Dying: the 
Secret Second World War Tapes of German POWs by German historian Sönke Neitzel and German 
social psychologist Harald Welzer, to understand talk on violence and the context in which violence 
is a natural part of the experience of life. I use their work as the basis for my analysis on the players’ 
talk of violence, and the effect of out of the ordinary setting for violent acts. I also use their notions 
on Reemtsma's ideas of autotelic violence,, to understand what virtual acts of violence actually are. 72 
 
I also make use of the metaframe of rules to discuss their effect as part of the formation of the ethics 
of virtual worlds. I later in chapter 3.1 introduce typology of rules by Montola, to understand the 
effect of different layers of rules affecting playing a game, and their influence to the ethical 
perspective of actions in virtual worlds. I also use it to observe the complex setting which the game 
provides to actions taken while playing and how the sometimes very ambivalent rules effect the 
player’s observations of the game. 
 
Lastly, I use the metaframe of ethics for the ethical perspective on the matter. I base this metaframe 
on McNamee’s virtue ethical approach on sports in his work Sports, Virtues and Vices: Morality 
Plays73. There are several levels of actions taking place; the ones the player initiates, which have 
different meaning inside the game than in his ordinary life, but also the level of action where the 
player is aware of his position as a player of the game with himself and other participants to consider. 
 
I chose these three metaframes because of their relevance to the research objective of this study. As 
the aim of the study is to analyse the discussion in the light of ethics of violence in the virtual world 
of a game, I see it well-grounded to focus on these three perspectives for the analysis of the material 
as well. Violence since it is the central topic of this research, rules as they define the virtual world of 
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a game, and the concept of a ‘good player’ as the ethical backbone for the analysis. Next I take a 
closer look at each of them. 
 
 
Violence 
 
As a metaframe for the analysis of the source material, I use what I call the metaframe of violence. 
By using this frame, I try to answer the question of how to understand what the players of DayZ are 
talking about when they talk about violence in a videogame. I approach this question in the light of a 
study conducted by Sönke Neitzel and Harald Welzer. 
 
In their book Soldaten: on Fighting, Killing and Dying: the Secret Second World War Tapes of 
German POWs Sönke Neitzel and Harald Welzer try to shed light upon the perspective from which 
the soldiers of the second world war saw killing by analysing conversations secretly recorded in the 
prisoner of war camps. They have created a version of frame analysis and categorised the issues 
brought up by soldiers discussing the war and killing with one another. 
 
Neitzel & Welzer bring up Jan Philipp Reemtsma’s concept of autotelic violence,74 a type of violence 
committed just for the sake of violence itself, without other purposes. Reemtsma divides violence 
into three categories: first of all, the kind of violence committed with the purpose to protect oneself. 
Secondly, violence for the purpose of achieving something for oneself, and thirdly violence for the 
sake of violence itself. Reemtsma sees that modern society is built upon the monopolization of 
violence to the state. This monopoly of violence has largely reduced the degree of violence in our 
society and thus we find ourselves shocked in the face of historical violence, such as when observing 
the lives of the soldiers in the Second World War.75 
 
Following Reemtsma, Neitzel & Welzer also note that when violence is done today, we try to find 
answers for it and to explain the reason for the occurrence of violent acts. However, we do not seek 
reasons and explanations for our need for food and water or for fulfilling our sexual needs as these 
are seen as a part of our daily wants and needs. Neitzel & Welzer quote Heinrich Popitz saying that 
violence is always an alternative for social interaction. They continue to ponder about the possibility 
                                                            
74 Reemtsma 2008. 
75 Neitzel & Welzer 2011, 27–28. 
 26 
 
that the absence of violence in our daily life has increased our need for symbolic and substitute 
violence, such as provided by television and videogames. In a sense, there is a public space emptied 
of violence, much like with Taylor's view on public space emptied of transcendent. I return later to 
this issue in the analysis chapter 4.676 
 
In the prisoner of war camp for a story to be worth telling it had to have something out of the ordinary 
in it, Neitzel & Welzer write. For a soldier, killing and death were so common in their ordinary life 
that it as such did not suffice as the "out of the ordinary" substance for a story. Another matter to 
consider was the unpleasant fact of fighting, that one's own life was threatened and the fear of loss 
and death were ever present, both matters commonly shared but very little discussed.77 
 
According to Neitzel & Welzer, victims are characterized in these stories only when it serves the 
purpose of the story. The way the victims are presented resembles the way they are perceived in 
modern day videogames, especially FPS games where victims are merely background. Stories were 
to describe out of the ordinary events, such as the skill of the pilot or the player and their skilful feats 
or clever reactions in very special circumstances. For videogames, Neitzel & Welzer say, the score is 
a combination of achievements. This often masculine enthusiasm for technology, competition and 
sports, is part of videogames. The victim, either as a part of the whole, or as an individual is left 
faceless. The absence of detail on victims means that they are indifferent in any other way than being 
the set piece of the story worth telling.78 
 
From the perspective of fighter pilots and bomber crews, killing has a clearly esthetical aspect Neitzel 
& Welzer write. First, the clear and spectacular effect of actions, such as bombs exploding on the 
ground and planes circling down in flames from the sky, are both impressive sights to behold. 
Secondly, the relative distance and safety from which the observer is viewing the events makes the 
esthetical evaluation possible while keeping the observer distanced from the actual events and 
victims. This esthetical aspect is an important factor in the stories, and is used in order to describe the 
events in a more colourful way.79 
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77 Neitzel & Welzer 2011, 32–33. 
78 Neitzel & Welzer 2011, 33–34. 
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Stories of violence told in POW camps were also a way to share laughs and amuse others. Victims 
were not perceived as subjects for empathy, on the contrary, it was irrelevant if the target was a house, 
a bridge, a cyclist, a mother with a baby carriage, or guests in a garden party. The destruction shed 
upon them was funny or even hilarious. This would be considered dreadful in our time of peace.80 
 
Another important factor is also the habit of storytellers describing the events as something else than 
actual killing. Using euphemisms from hunting, for example, were very common. The usage of 
different terms dissipates the difference between civilian and military and removes the personality of 
the victim. The emphasis from the perspective of the story was in the sports like events of chase and 
struggle, according to Neitzel and Welzer. This view was shared mainly by those soldiers fighting in 
U-boats or flying planes. The difference in perspective, of running in the field as a foot soldier face 
to face with those who one kills, to observing death from distance, appears to be of distinctive 
importance to the experience of violence, and the way it is talked about. In the recordings, the soldiers 
rarely expressively talk about death, but rather about “hunting”, “shooting down” or “losing”. 81 
 
 
Rules 
 
For the purposes of this study, rules have two interpretation. Firstly, they are a frame through which 
the players understand an event as a game. Rules are a keying that create the game. The fact that we 
perceive something as a play or a game depends on the very notion of whether or not the events and 
actions follow the rules that apply to them. The setting of the game can be seen as several layers of 
rules that dictate to us that that which is going on is in fact a game. To answer in its part the question 
“What it is that is going on when playing the videogame DayZ?” I try to approach the answer to the 
question with different layers of rules.  
 
Secondly rules are the very rules that are more or less well defined that state what is or is not allowed 
in a given game. I introduce later in chapter 3.1 Montola’s rough typology for rules82, which will be 
used to analyse and categorize the rules that apply to DayZ and are referenced in the conversation. I 
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use the typology to divide the discussion according to these levels of rules. The use of the typology 
is based on the fact that when discussing KOS the players refer to different levels of rules on which 
they base their arguments and how they understand what can be considered a part of the game. The 
typology is used to create a clear and categorical approach to the layered discussion.83 
 
Throughout the study it is a difficult task to distinguish the difference between the two interpretations 
of what is given to rules. But I have found it sufficient for the most part consider these two the same, 
because of the overlap they have. When trying to understand a discussion on the game, the 
understanding of what is part of the game, from the perspective of the rules, can be argued to be more 
or less identical to what the players consider the actual rules to be. 
 
 
Ethics 
 
I base my metaframe for ethics on the ethical perspective in Sports, Virtues and Vices: Morality 
Plays84 by Mike McNamee, who in his books is interested in the ethics of sports. McNamee begins 
his book by referring to the moral aspect of sports. He argues that the popular interest for sports today 
is at least partly due to its function as a moral canvas. He compares modern sports to medieval 
morality plays85, in which good and bad were often simplified for the common man. McNamee 
maintains that sports serve the same function in our modern society.86 
 
Even though McNamee’s main interest lies in sports, which can be said to be different from 
videogames, his line of thought suits well for this study. As I will show, his main argument concerning 
the moral foundations of sports is based on the idea of the ‘good player’. As there are still very few 
works on the issue relating to videogames, I find his conception of ethics useful as a reference point 
and as a tool in my analysis. 
 
                                                            
83 Montola 2012, 41–43. 
84 McNamee 2008. 
85 Morality plays, common in the medieval ages, were plays where the protagonist usually represented men in general 
either as humanity as a whole or a community that was faced with moral issue, and was forced to make a choice 
between good and evil. The purpose of these plays is thought to have been to teach audience moral values.  
86 McNamee 2008, 1. 
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McNamee argues that sports are gratuitous, by which he means unnecessary, from the point of view 
of survival for example. He argues that: (a) the nature of gratuitous act must involve physicality 
centrally in the achievement of said gratuitous act. Further, (b) in a sense, the act is ritualistic, and 
(c), the gratuitous acts are in some way agonal in a social and historical context.  His first point is to 
be understood as admiration of a particularly successful physical act, such as an exquisite striking of 
a ball. The second is based on Sansone’s work87 on sports as a form of ritual sacrificing of energy, 
and the fact that sports seem at a glance unnecessary for survival of our species. This leads to the 
agonal aspect of sports being a form of contest or a form of struggle, involving the participants in a 
social and historical conversation with generations of the past and of the future about the way in 
which one strives to achieve goals in an ethically and technically sound way. 
 
The physical nature of playing football is clearly different from playing videogames, but the 
difference can be argued to be rather insignificant for this study. Regarding (a), I understand 
McNamee’s line of thought considering something that requires physical exercise, time, and effort in 
order to be mastered, and that for him the gratuitous act is something others could observe with awe 
in its prime. It is also something that cannot be achieved merely by thinking about it. This can be seen 
to include the manual operation of the hardware interface of a game. Even though the actions that are 
performed in a game are in a way epistemic, they are executed through the means of operating the 
hardware of the computer. This operation requires countless of hours of practice and effort to be 
mastered. There is physicality required in the hand-eye coordination in playing a videogame, like 
there is in darts or pool. Even more so gratuitous is playing a videogame, and trying to excel in it, 
which is in no way necessary for a person. 
 
Notion (b) dovetails well with the thinking of Huizinga later in chapter 3.1. In videogames there is a 
ritualistic participatory aspect that provides out of the ordinary experiences. The other not so obvious 
aspect of videogames to be considered is (c). I am not sure whether this can be applied to videogames 
as a whole or not, but it can certainly be applied to DayZ, which is a modal representation of survival 
of the fittest. If not directly agonal to the player, the game uses the player’s knowledge of historical 
and social relevance as one of the main elements in creating the narration and the experiences it 
provides. The players are to assume an agonal position in the game. The position and the experience 
the player gets, come from a make-believe setting of survival in a horrible world, a struggle for 
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survival, very much like the moral canvas of morality plays, where the player is forced into a moral 
dilemma. 
 
McNamee states that modern philosophy, when observing ethics, has after the enlightenment been 
focusing mainly on the question of the morally right action, instead of the question of virtues, on what 
it is to be good. This leads to a problem, he argues. The assumption of right action as the basis of 
ethical life lead ethics to some kind of mere obedience to, and following of, the rules, whereas the 
true measure of character is, according to him, the way we interpret those rules. He quotes 
Wittgenstein’s famous statement from Philosophical Investigations that a rule cannot state its own 
application.88 McNamee urges us to concentrate on to the moment of judging; what should one do, 
and how should the given rules be applied?89 
 
Moral questions do not happen in theoretical situations. They are heavily rooted in the narration of 
one’s own life and take the form of “What is ethical for me to do?” The question is to be understood 
in a social and historical context that defines our understanding of eudaimonia, the good life. We 
depend on rules given to us by the social surroundings, but the measure of one's own character is in 
the interpretation and application of those rules in one's own life.90 
 
McNamee sees that in the case of sports a ‘good player’ is what he calls sportspersonship, which 
defines the right action for the athlete. He says that being involved in sports is to look through the 
ideal of sportpersonship, which he regards as collection of virtues, such as courage, temperance, 
prudence and justice. He continues to define sportspersonship as acts that are under “(1) the effects 
of strong evaluation; or (2) illustrative of the product of strong evaluation”. To engage in sports is to 
be influenced by strong evaluation.91 
 
I use McNamee's idea of the virtuous sporstspersonship to analyse and understand the ethical prospect 
of being a player playing DayZ. I will also use his concept of virtues combined with strong evaluation 
when trying to understand the nature of activities in the virtual world of DayZ. These two concepts 
are the basic tools for my ethical research of the data. Also the classic Aristotelian virtues mentioned 
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above, gives us a connection to our virtue ethical background for this study. In this light we can 
observe how the ethical understanding of right action is understood and interpreted by the players in 
the virtual environment of DayZ. 
 
 
2.3 Issue frames 
 
In the following, I go through a post written by Strawman on the 23rd of February 2014 to the KoS-
thread in the forum. I use this post as the basis for my categorizing the central themes of the 
conversation, since it reflects well the basic outlines of discussion on KOS. The themes that arise from 
the source material are well represented and commented on in the post. I structure these themes to issue 
frames for a categorical analysis later in chapter 4.0. 
 
The discussion at hand, which started on the 17th of December 2013, is still an ongoing debate. The 
time frame of the study spans over a period from the start of the conversation to the 10th of August 
2014, containing well over a hundred participants and thousands of posts. Strawman’s post is well 
composed in the views it brings up when compared to general themes raised throughout the 
conversation, therefore it is a good example of those general themes to the subject of this study that 
continue to be discussed in the thread which makes up my data. 
 
Strawman: 
I personally dislike the idea of killing on sight, but if a player makes that 
choice I can respect that under certain circumstances. 
Case 1: If you choose to “roleplay” a psychopath killer, or you do it for 
survival (ie you’re threatened and have to shoot first, or they have gear you 
need), then it’s all fine. I’ll sigh, shrug and respawn. I probably made a bad 
choice that let you kill me. Crazy stuff like that happen in reality too, in 
chaotic times. Note the criminal gangs that kill people to gain power by 
terrifying the local populace in warzones. Militia groups that execute random 
innocent people in grisly ways and put the video up to scare others. 
Case 2: However, if you kill someone for fun or trolling, where there is no 
gain (wasting ammo on a fresh spawn for example), and you do it for the sole 
purpose of ruining the game for the other player, then you’re a sociopath, and 
if you’re so bored with the game that you behave like that kid in pre-school 
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that wrecks the other childrens’ blocktowers, I feel sad for you, and this is 
probably not the game for you. To sum it up, there’s a difference in pretending 
you enjoy mindlessly killing others inside the game, and actually enjoying it 
outside of the game. 
(Edited by Strawman, 23 February 2014 - 03:38 PM. 
Posted 23 February 2014 - 03:30 PM)92 
 
In his post, Strawman breaks down several central themes around the general discussion about KOS 
in the game. All of the issue frames that I present next are not explicitly brought up in his text, but all 
of them were discussed later and are implied already in Strawman’s post. Namely, the themes are 
game design, gameplay and metagaming, all of which are brought up in a direct fashion in the 
conversation, even though not on the post made by Strawman. I am adding them at this point for the 
sake of clarity: 
 
Issue 1: ‘Is it ok to KOS?’ Is KOS a valid form of action in a given situation, and if so, what are the 
parameters that allow KOS to be an acceptable form of behaviour. 
 
Issue 2: ‘Who is to blame?/Why do you KOS?’ Who can be considered responsible? Is the one who 
was shot to be blamed for being careless in a ruthless world, or should the player doing the ‘easy’ 
killing be held responsible for unsportsmanlike conduct? What are the reasons for KOS? 
 
Issue 3: ‘Skill as part of the issue.’ Is there skill involved? Or is KOS an easy alternative? Would it 
even be a problem if all the players would be skilful enough to evade being killed? 
 
Issue 4: ‘KOS as personality indicator.’ Is there a connection between the playstyle of a person and 
his real life behaviour? Does a person who aims to spoil the game for others have social problems in 
real life as well? 
 
Issue 5: ‘There is KOS in real life.’ An argument stating that since killing on sight and other ruthless 
actions exist in real life, they should also be represented in a game that tries to simulate real life. 
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Issue 6: ‘Game design & Gameplay.’ What is the aim and purpose of DayZ? Is it really to simulate 
real life? If there is KOS in real life, should there be in the game as well? If the game is supposed to 
simulate reality, how is that implemented into the game and what are the compromises a developer 
has to make? 
 
Issue 7: ‘Emotions.’ Are you allowed to get upset because you lose your character in the game? Are 
you allowed to enjoy killing inside a game? 
 
Issue 8: ‘Metagaming.’ The forum conversation can be considered a part of the metagaming of DayZ. 
The fact Strawman is trying to convince his fellow players, and perhaps the developers, to change the 
game in a direction of his pleasing by writing on the forum instead of arguing for his case inside the 
game, can be considered a part of the metagaming. There is also several other aspects of metagaming 
such as finding a clan from the forums to play with. 
 
Strawman’s arguments deal with many of the key issues regarding the whole conversation on the 
forum about KOS. His argument on the issue of ‘Is it ok to KOS?’, whether or not KOS is acceptable, 
seem to rely on the on the idea that the setting of the world of DayZ provides certain circumstances 
where this ‘unnecessary’ hostility could be acceptable. Following his line of thought, there would 
seem to be an internal logic of game that provides a player with reasons for KOS, but he clearly states 
that this activity should be restricted within the logic provided by the game world and the personal 
rules of the player, and not to be something done without restrictive personal considerations.  
 
On the issue of ‘Who is to blame?’ he claims to have “made a bad choice” in the case of being a 
victim of KOS. This yet again emphasizes the first point he makes. Killing on sight is an acceptable 
option when it is done within the frame he suggests. If killing is committed by a player-character that 
can be considered a ‘killer’ in the game world’s logic, then he is willing to “take the blame”. 
 
There are also opinions on the matter of ‘skill as part of the issue’, making KOS a skill based activity 
within the game. As it later comes up in the conversation: in order to be killed on sight, you have to 
be on sight. Therefore, if the player is skilful enough, he will most likely avoid possible threats 
through a skilful playing of the game. This view makes KOS mainly a problem for the untrained 
‘newbie’ player. 
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Strawman then argues the issue ‘KOS as personality indicator’ suggesting that there is a connection 
to social problems, such as being a sociopath and not being able to understand that KOS is “ruining 
the game” for others. A problem that could otherwise be easily solved by applying the inner 
regulations to one’s behaviour in the game. However, his view is on one end of the spectrum of the 
views on the forum; there are several opposite views stating that what Strawman sees as a problem, 
is actually a fun part of the game. 
 
On the matter of ‘There is KOS in real life’, he sees that there is no need to totally remove KOS from 
the game as it fits the modal prop of the game, since  KOS and similar behaviour exist in real life as 
well. Consequently, it is natural for the game, which he perceives trying to simulate real life in this 
respect, to have it too. Strawman thus sees KOS as an integral part of the game, even though he does 
oppose ‘excessive’ KOS.  
 
On the issue ‘Game design & Gameplay’, Strawman relies heavily on the game design philosophy 
according to which the game should mimic or simulate real life. This seems to lead him to reason that 
you are allowed to KOS when it is appropriate, e.g. for role-playing or survival, and that KOS creates 
good gameplay when applied with caution. This also implies that one of the key aspects of the 
gameplay is the possibility to choose how you play the game. There are several differing opinions on 
whether or not the game design supports different styles of playing the game. 
 
Strawman makes two notions on the issue of ‘Emotions’ raised by the game. He says that the death 
of his player-character is something that makes him ‘sigh, shrug and respawn.’ There is a slight notion 
of attachment to the player-character in this sentence, even though he is clearly belittling it. The loss 
of a character in unfair circumstances cannot be said to be an unemotional event, since there are 
several thousands of posts in the forums about the relative unfairness of KOS as tactic, and even when 
it happens within the given appropriate guidelines, it would be still be worth a sigh.   
 
It is worth considering the notion Strawman makes of killing being fun for the game. It is hard to 
define clearly, what he bases this on. I content with an interpretation that there are two kinds of 
killings in the game, ‘mindless’ and internally regulated, of which the first is ‘ruining’ the game. 
Further, there is mindless killing also outside the game, and it is simulated and/or represented in the 
game. What is left open, is the question if “regulated” killing, relatively speaking, exists in the real 
world. I will assume that it does, and it is referred to as “killing for survival” in his argument. 
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On the issue of ‘Metagaming’, Strawman can be assumed to have a goal of influencing his fellow 
players and/or the developers of the game. Since the possibility of confronting your fellow players 
by the means provided by the games VOIP and text chat exist, I interpret his writing as a sort of a 
metagaming with the purpose of influencing his fellow players’ style of play through the arguments, 
and possibly steering the development of the game in a direction pleasing him. 
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3.0 KEY CONCEPTS 
 
Next I define terms play, game and videogame these concepts are introduced to clarify the use of 
metaframes as part of the analysis and interpretation of DayZ. I argue that DayZ as a videogame is a 
mixture between a toy and a game and that the virtual world acts as a modal prop for a narrative that 
the players create together.   
 
In chapter 3.2 I will apply these definitions to DayZ by inspecting how we are to understand the 
videogame through these three different aspects.  
 
3.1 Defining play, game, and videogame 
 
In this section I clarify the concepts play, game, and videogame, and interpret DayZ through the 
definitions given. I introduce and use Johan Huizinga’s concepts of play as the basis of understanding 
DayZ as a play. I use Markus Montola’s work as basis for interpreting DayZ as a game, and I use 
New Zealander philosopher Grant Tavinor’s work as the basis for my interpretation of DayZ as a 
videogame. 
 
 
Play 
 
In his book Homo ludens Dutch historian Johan Huizinga tries to understand the element of play in 
European culture. He suggests that play is not only elementary for humans but also a key factor in 
society also upholding it. Huizinga argues that elements of play are to be found in all the sectors of 
society and he sees that they have significant purpose in them. 93 
 
Huizinga defines play as “free activity standing quite consciously outside ‘ordinary’ life as being ‘not 
serious’”. He also sees that play has no material interests, nor does it pursue any profit. Play creates 
its own rules and boundaries that materialize during its evolution within time and space. It also has a 
fixed composition, which it follows in orderly manner. Play also promotes the forming of social 
groups that distinguish themselves with secrets, disguises, and by other such means.94 
                                                            
93 Huizinga 1949. 
94 Huizinga 1949, 13. 
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Huizinga writes, “[--] play as such is outside the range of good and bad.” He continues to argue that 
even though there is no moral substance to play, there is, however, an ethical value in testing the 
player’s ability as a player. The player must show he is a good player and the measurement of a good 
player according to Huizinga is not only “his spiritual powers [--] his ‘fairness’”, but also his courage, 
tenacity and resourcefulness. Even though one desires to win, he must abide by the rules of the game, 
and prove his fellow players his ability as a player. I return to this issue more closely later on in this 
chapter when I take a closer look at the ethics of games.95 
 
This resonates with what I presented earlier in chapter 2.2 of the ethics of sports as McNamee saw 
them. Being ‘good’ in a game is not a matter of mere skill. The ethics of a game or a play are closely 
related to the player’s ability to apply his virtuous attributes as part of the play and the application of 
his particular skills. Being able to monitor one’s own behaviour and actions, evaluating them, and 
assessing how others are playing, while accommodating one’s behaviour accordingly, the player 
succeeds in thriving for better sportspersonship. 
 
Huizinga also sees that there is a dimension of self-realization and/or self-expression in play. When 
players dress up or mask themselves to play a certain role, Huizinga claims that they not only play a 
different role, they actually become another being. Huizinga continues saying that there are two key 
factors in play: either it is “a contest for something or a representation of something”. According to 
Huizinga, this representation has also its resemblance to ritual. He sees that this “sacred performance” 
is “actualization by representation” and through this, it has the formal characteristics of play.96 
 
While emerging in the virtual world through the player-character, the players of DayZ can take the 
position of someone else, that is, of a person in a horrific struggle for his survival in a world that is 
full of violence and death. This assumption of the make-believe of the situation is not merely 
observed, it also requires the actions of the player. He is forced to make choices, such as whether or 
not to kill the other players on sight. There are two important moral factors to be considered here: the 
narrative that is composed of these actions as part of the story in the ‘play’, and the question of 
fairness towards the other players.  
 
                                                            
95 Huizinga 1949, 11. 
96 Huizinga 1949, 13–14. 
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As stated above, in play there is more happening than appears. There is a play of “actualization by 
representation”. The setting of the play is creating meanings beyond to what is imminently evident. 
The player is not morally disconnected from the choices he makes, but the context of the game allows 
him to test out moral decisions that he might not otherwise take. Here we come very close to ritual-
like mechanics of videogames. 97 
 
 
Game 
 
In his doctoral thesis, Markus Montola tries to understand and define role-playing and pervasive 
gaming98 as games. He thoroughly examines the definition of play and games, and this is where his 
work also benefits the study at hand, due to his extensive research on the nature of rules, of which I 
use his topology of different layers of rules involved in a game. 
 
Montola follows American games scholar Katie Salen and American game designer Eric Zimmerman 
in his approach to games.99 In their work Rules of Play: Game Design Fundamentals100 they follow 
the ideas and concepts (such as ‘the magic circle’) presented by Huizinga in Homo ludens. Salen & 
Zimmerman consider games to be a subset of play, and even though there are some problems with 
considering games as a subset of play.101 
 
Montola is forced to coin a synthesis between Danish games researcher Jesper Juul’s Half-Real. Video 
Games between Real Rules and Fictional Worlds102 and Salen & Zimmerman’s definitions of games 
as he tries to pin down the definition for role-playing games. It is nearly enough to adopt the definition 
by Salen & Zimmerman, where “Game is a system in which players engage in an artificial conflict, 
defined by rules, that results in a quantifiable outcome.” However, I agree with Montola defining 
games with no clear definition of aim or winner, making it necessary to draw from Jesper Juul’s 
definition that “the outcome of the game is negotiable.” Videogames seem to resemble more the 
                                                            
97 Huizinga 1949, 13–14. 
98 Montola 2012. 
99 Montola 2012, 25. 
100 Salen & Zimmerman 2004. 
101 Salen & Zimmerman 2004, 72. 
102 Juul 2005. 
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classic definition of games in this sense, their outcome or aim being often defined by either a group 
of players and/or the individual players, instead of by a fixed set of rules, as is the case with DayZ.103 
 
Montola also refers to Greg Costikyan’s argument for games having an endogenous meaning. 
According to Costikyan, the value and meaning created within the game has its relevance only in the 
context of that game.104 Montola notes that this follows in the wake of Salen & Zimmerman, and Juul. 
Investing effort and time creates meaning for the player, but also the meaning is contextually 
sensitive, in the sense that it has meaning for the player himself but the meaning outside the context 
of the game is not obvious.105 
 
Montola sketches a “rough typology” of rules.  He creates six different layers of rules that affect the 
beginning and proceedings of a game: 1. Internal rules, 2. Social Rules, 3. Formal rules, 4. External 
regulation, 5. Materially embodied rules, and 6. Brute circumstances. This means for this study that 
a game is first and foremost defined by its rules.106 
 
(1.) ‘Internal rules’ include ‘ambiguous internally defined rules’ and ‘simple internally defined rules’. 
These are rules, which the player attaches to his playing, for example, private goals such as trying to 
beat the high score or trying to play in a certain way. (2.) ‘Social rules’ are rules that can be divided 
into ‘regulative’ and ‘constitutive rules’. These rules consider matters such as socially acceptable 
manner of playing the game, and possible rules agreed upon by the players to temporarily change the 
rules. (3.) ‘The formal rules’ include the ‘ambiguous codified rules’ and ‘logical formal rules’. These 
are the rules that define the game in the sense of how it is played, and what is the outcome of actions 
in the game.  
 
(4.) ‘External regulation’ includes ‘terms of service’ and ‘legislation’. The focus of these is in 
organizing the game in a legal and normative manner so that its playing is possible without real life 
conflicts and violation of personal space. (5.) ‘Materially embodied rules’ include such things as the 
algorithms of digital games and physically implemented rules, which limit the game on a level of 
circumstances, such as the actual shape of the ball or the gravity simulation of the virtual world. (6.) 
                                                            
103 Juul 2005, 36. 
104 This is somewhat contradictory with what Huizinga argues, and I will return to it in my conclusions (chapter 5.0). 
105 Montola 2012, 30. 
106 Montola 2012, 41–43. 
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‘Brute circumstances’ include ‘environmental circumstances’, ‘biological reality’ and ‘laws of 
nature’. These describe the factors of ‘real life’ that have an effect on the game. Such as the actual 
size of a ball or the environments effect for the game, for example places like a jungle, a desert or an 
ice rink have very different effects. 
 
I use these categories for rules to understand and interpret the discussion on the game from the 
perspective of the rules. The categories are used in a unanimous manner for the interpretation of the 
dualistic nature of the rules in this study, the frame through which the game is understood and the 
rules that the players directly refer to. The discussion regarding DayZ often refers to different layers 
of rules. I will use these layers of rules to categorize the conversation and to bring structure to the 
different aspects the rules bring to the ethical views. It is also worth noting on the “materially 
embodied” rules that, as Montola writes, many online games and MMO’s, including DayZ, could be 
considered to be in a “perpetual beta stage” where the embodied rules of the game are liable to change 
frequently, which also emphasizes the discussion regarding rules.107 
 
 
Videogame 
 
Grant Tavinor attempts to define videogames as a form of art in his book The Art of Videogames.108 
Even though I do not intend to consider whether or not videogames are a part of the arts, I do however 
consider his approach interesting and worth of a closer look. Tavinor takes the trouble of defining 
and discussing many terms regarding videogames. I find his is ideas on virtual worlds of multiplayer 
experiences especially suiting for the use of this study. 
 
Tavinor regards videogames being not solely visual items, but more as modal representative props. 
He compares them to movies, which also depict fictional worlds through a variety of representational 
media, but also rely heavily on their visuality. This is to say, games are a canvas or a background for 
an activity defined by the setting they create. The prop creates a make-believe setting which the player 
has to assume to play the game. This includes such things as the aim of the game and the assumptions 
                                                            
107 Montola 2012, 45. 
108 Tavinor 2009. 
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the player has to make in order to understand what is going on and how to function in the game 
world.109 
 
Tavinor calls the relation between the player and the actions performed in a videogame epistemic, 
meaning it relates to knowledge. He says that “successfully playing the game [--] demand[s] that the 
participant is able to access what is fictional of the world.” He sees that all interaction as well as 
simulation and interpretation of the narrative are dependent on the player-character’s ability to convey 
knowledge of the game world to the player, but also the player’s ability to interpret that knowledge. 
Tavinor calls this the “affordances of action”. He continues to state that “Fictional affordance in the 
case of videogame is thus an interactive aspect of a fictive representation that determines what a 
player can fictionally do.”110 
 
For what is to be understood as gameplay of a videogame, Tavinor claims that the significant key to 
understanding what a videogame is, boils down to the fact that “playing videogames, it turns out, 
does not necessarily amount to playing a game.” Playing a videogame does have a gameplay that 
signifies the aspects of interacting with the game. This according to Tavinor includes “the following 
of narratives, empathizing with characters, an aesthetic appreciation of graphical depictions.” 
 
Although Tavinor singles out the epistemic nature of videogames as central to their way of creating 
narrative to the player’s experience of the game, it does however also mean that the player does not 
necessarily need to follow the narration implied within the game, i.e., follow the story written by the 
game developers. The player is free to create his own narrative of what is going on in the game. For 
example, a child playing a game can use it as a toy and create his own goals and narrative of the 
events that take place. 
 
Tavinor says that unlike traditional games such as chess, where rules are highly structured and give 
the game purpose and the means of execution, videogames can often be considered more as something 
that reminds us of toys, or something that the player merely fiddles with. This is what he calls 
freeplay, where the player is free to specify his own goals or objectives, and they are not given from 
                                                            
109 Tavinor 2009, 61. 
110 Tavinor 2009, 74–80. 
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within the rules of the game itself. Tavinor sees that this is something that resembles what children 
do at a sandbox while playing, or participating in games of make-believe.111 
 
Tavinor continues to argue that videogames are games in strong and/or weak sense. They can 
resemble chess, with strong rule based objectives and means to achieve given goals, but can also be 
more like toys and games only in the weaker sense when they encourage freeplay over the rule based 
play.112 
 
Tavinor states that ‘fiction’ is another defining aspect of a videogame. He sees that they allow us to 
formally encode videogames in fiction to make them accompany situational norms, which in turn 
makes them interesting for us to play. He claims that videogames are not merely encoded in fiction 
but also that fiction allows us to engage with games without the ‘cost’ of actually being there. Tavinor 
sees especially multiplayer games as being collaborative affairs where players of the game use the 
element of fiction as a medium for real human interaction. Multiplayer games allow us to enter a 
fictional world together and to create fiction in a co-operative manner. He calls the result multi-
appreciator fiction.113 
 
Tavinor observes that the player is committed to the game through his emotions. One aspect of this 
is the fact that many games are challenging and time consuming. To overcome the challenges, the 
player has to invest thought and effort. This can lead to frustration, especially when the player fails 
to achieve their goals. This is even more evident while playing multiplayer games where one has the 
possibility to ‘trash-talk’ his adversaries. Losing after having invested a lot of time and effort can be 
a strain to anyone, and can also measure the sportsmanship of the player. Players are in the risk of 
being ‘bad sports’, as Tavinor puts it.114 
 
Nevertheless, videogames have also another side, according to Tavinor. He says that while we are 
emotionally involved as players we can also be committed to the story through our actions. Tavinor 
describes this by the means of a narrative. He states that when a player acts in a videogame through 
his player-character he can be made responsible for the content of the narrative, or at least the 
                                                            
111 Tavinor 2009, 87. 
112 Tavinor 2009, 87–88. 
113 Tavinor 2009, 90–104. 
114 Tavinor 2009, 106–107. 
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discovery of the content. Tavinor sees that this “narrative of disclosure or discovery” is often used 
and is an effective means for videogames to commit their players.115 
 
This commitment to the game’s fiction and its player-characters can elicit real emotions. When 
players are faced with rich decision space, they use emotions that the narrative has raised to decide 
their next course of action. Through the emotional involvement, the player makes emotionally 
significant choices, making them also morally significant. This emphasize what I have shown earlier 
in chapter 1.0 of the meaningfulness of events in virtual worlds for their respective participants.116 
 
 
3.2 DayZ as play, game, and videogame  
 
In this section, I use the concept discussed above to define DayZ as play, game, and videogame.  I 
remind the reader of DayZ being a public sphere, and I conclude that DayZ is a mixture of a toy and 
a game, which is significant to the players. The players are emotionally involved in the game and this 
involvement makes the ethical consideration of the actions in the game possible for them. 
 
Firstly, DayZ is a form of play. According to Huizinga this means that it is a free activity outside 
‘ordinary’ life. Players do not play the game for profit or material interests, and often they are 
organized in groups with notable differences. One of the moral demands for the player is the 
measurement of his ability as a player. The game resembles a ritual in a way that there is an 
actualization through the representation of the game. The player takes actions that have significance 
beyond what is actually happening. These actions create meanings and experiences out of the 
ordinary, which can affect the player as part of his self-realization. 
 
Secondly, DayZ is a game, which means that it is an artificial conflict defined by rules with a 
negotiable and quantifiable outcome. The values and meanings created by playing the game have 
their imminent relevance in the context of the game. The rules of the game can be divided to six 
categories, which I have presented in previous chapter. Rules guiding and limiting the actions 
available to the players, range from the actual rules of the game to the social rules of society and to 
the circumstances of the surrounding world as well. The key to a game are the rules that define it. 
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Thirdly, DayZ is a multiplayer videogame, which means that it is a modal representation of a fictional 
world. The player interacts through the audio-visual feedback of the game and a player-character 
through which he receives epistemic information of the state of the world. The gameplay of DayZ 
can be understood as a game, or a toy, or a combination of these two, which means that the player is 
free to choose his goals in the game. The virtual world of DayZ is a collaboration of players, and the 
fictional element works as a medium for real human interaction. The player is emotionally committed 
to the game and this commitment can elicit real emotions. In addition, the player makes decisions in 
the game that are affected by these emotions. The emotional connection combined with the fact that 
DayZ is social and interactive (social construction) makes it also a subject for ethical consideration. 
The player is confronted with several ethical issues when performing actions he chooses to perform, 
as part of the narrative of the gameplay and as a player in a social environment with other players. 
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4.0 ANALYSIS 
 
In the following, I analyse the issue frames introduced earlier in chapter 2.3. I begin with themes 
revolving around ‘KOS is OK’ or not, this will be the subject for chapter 4.1. Then in chapter 4.2 I 
go through the question of why people KOS and who or what is to be held accountable for KOS. In 
chapter 4.3 I look further in the players’ views on indications of relation between KOS and a player’s 
real life personality and behaviour. I also examine the players’ views on KOS in real life and its 
supposed effect on the game. In chapter 4.4 I concentrate on the question of KOS and game design 
and gameplay. In chapter 4.5 I go through the aspects of emotions and the players’ views on their 
effect in the game. I also inspect the metagaming aspects of the discussion. Lastly, I take a look on 
the primary frame of virtuality and the metaframe of ethics in chapter 4.6. 
 
Throughout the analysis I use the metaframes I introduced earlier in chapter 2.2, violence, rules, and 
ethics, as an analytical tool, through which I interpret the data gathered within the issue frames. I also 
use the key concepts introduced in chapter 3.1, namely play, game and videogame, to further explicate 
how to interpret DayZ within the metaframes. I carry the ethical theme throughout the analysis, and 
end rounding up the virtue ethical perspective in the last chapter of analysis 4.6. 
 
To set the tone of the discussion I am about to analyse, I begin with quoting the first post of the thread 
that composes my source material. Here Korsbaek tells a story of getting KOS in the game, posted to 
the forum on the very next day of the alpha release of DayZ standalone version. 
 
Korsbaek: 
I sneaked into the firestation to catch a glimpse of my first other player. I 
called out "Hey man, I'm friendly". He shot me. I had nothing. I was a 
freshspawn. No gun, no axe, no nothing... And yet he shot me. When i asked 
him why he shot me, he just answered "for fun"... I guess killing on sight lives 
on in the Standalone. 
(Posted 17 December 2013 - 05:25 PM)117 
 
It is noteworthy to point out that the conversation that spans from the post to the unforeseeable future 
holds several interesting philosophical perspectives, from which I am forced, within the confines of 
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this study, to take but one, that of virtue ethical approach, such as the one McNamee wrote on sports. 
Regardless, I want to bring attention to another most interesting approach from which the 
conversation would also benefit greatly.  
 
By this approach I mean the classic philosophical question in which two English philosophers, 
Thomas Hobbes and John Locke, were interested at end of the 17th century. Both were interested in 
‘social contract’ as the basis of our society and had differing views on what our lives would be without 
the presence of our government. Where Hobbes saw a ‘war of all against all’, Locke saw a more 
serene ‘state of nature’ in which men would coexist in peace as the norm.  
 
An interpretation of the conversation from the point of view of these political theories of one’s natural 
rights to violence in virtual worlds, would be worth a closer inspection. Also a study of the 
understanding of the players on the composition of society in the virtual world, would be an 
interesting topic, when gazed through the looking glass of social contract, but as said, I am unable to 
fit these varieties of philosophical perspectives in the very limited space of a single master’s thesis. 
Perhaps the reader of this study can let his imagination take a broader look on the matter while we 
inspect the peculiarities of the virtue ethical questions. 
 
The discussion itself on the matter is to be understood from the social frame, people discussing with 
people. The natural frame can be said to be very insignificant to the matter at hand, and also negligible 
to the flow of discussion in the forums and its issues. However, there is a level on which the social 
frame, nor the natural frame for that matter, cannot be said to be sufficient to explain the players’ 
experience of what it is they are talking about. The events of the game, that are the subject of 
discussion, take place in the environment of the game which is virtual as previously explained in 
chapter 2.1. 
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4.1 I KOS, you talk, we play 
 
In this chapter I analyse the issue frame concerning the matter of ‘is it ok to KOS?’ I use the 
metaframes of rules for interpretation of the data. I argue that the game provides a freedom of choice 
on how to play the game. This freedom creates opposing ways to play the game which can be very 
contradictory to one another. I interpret this freedom as part of the moral emptiness of the public 
space of DayZ. 
 
Views regarding whether KOS is an asset to the game or not are divided between the extremes from 
seeing KOS as essential part and as fun content for the game, to seeing KOS in excessive numbers 
ruining the game and making it less fun to play. Generally, players see KOS as an integral part of the 
game and want to keep the freedom of choice to do it. Therefore, the main question seems to be how 
much is too much to enjoy the game. 
 
Opinions seem to be divided between the preferences of interacting peacefully or violently with other 
players. Those who enjoy interacting peacefully with others seem to also be more against KOS being 
the general approach. Those who do not necessarily see KOS as an issue, seem to find it less enjoyable 
to interact peacefully with others, and prefer a straightforward gunfight.  
 
In the post118, which I used as the basis for the themes for issue frames, Strawman sees certain cases 
where KOS is to be allowed and where he considered it to be a suitable approach to the situation. The 
issue of whether or not ‘KOS is OK’, is key to understanding the discussion. On the other end of the 
spectrum is the view that KOS is ruining the game. One of these opinions is expressed in the 
following. 
 
AgentNe0: 
KOS is an ‘easy way out’. It is a no risk solution to the possibility of human 
interaction. If you are so paranoid, scared or just cowardly to communicate 
or attempt communication before shooting someone, I must ask what are 
doing on Day Z.? [--] If you read about Day Z, or speak to anyone passionate 
about the game, they will state the thing that makes it original, the spark that 
sets Day Z apart, is human interaction , and the possibility of the unknown. 
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Now if every player took this attitude of KOS, there would never be any 
interaction. There would be no need for recovery items or food or any of that. 
We may as well just take away food/drink/survival completely. Because 
whats the point when you kill everyone instantly and everyone else does the 
same thing? 
(Posted 27 February 2014 - 12:22 PM)119 
 
It is not fully clear if AgentNe0 thinks that KOS should not be a part of the game at all, but his view 
is clear; KOS as such is ruining the game because the game’s best qualities are in the interaction 
between human players. The ‘possibility of the unknown’ would seem to include the possibility of 
being killed on sight, but as said, this is a very common view for those opposing KOS. The preference 
is for human interaction, which may then lead to violence, but should almost always precede it, since 
it is the most enjoyable part of the game. 
 
The opinion that KOS should be removed from the game can be said to be absent from the discussion. 
There is a strong consensus that the possibility to KOS your fellow players brings a unique flavour 
to the game, and creates tension and excitement to the encounters with other players. The question, 
should KOS be limited somehow, is the real issue at hand. Many agree with Strawman and AgentNe0 
that there is a threshold of KOS that should not be crossed in the game and if KOS is used too often, 
as according to them is currently the case, it spoils the fun of the game.  
 
There are no specific rules for KOS in the game. On the contrary, the setting of the game is a world 
where the society with its rules is abolished. The players are thrown into a world void of all the real 
life rules. The virtual world of DayZ is indeed, like the post-secular world suggested by Taylor in 
chapter 1.1, a public space emptied of those moral and social rules to which the players are 
accustomed to in their real life, a world where you get shot without a warning and for no reason.120 
 
Applying the metaframes of rules, a question arises: if the rules of the game are that ‘there are no 
rules’, then where does the ‘formal laws’ of DayZ’s lawlessness end and the ‘social rules’ of this 
world start for the players? How is the player supposed to show what Huizinga called ‘his fairness’ 
as a player? What are the virtues a good player is to have and to represent? The game is clearly a 
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contest for survival, so it would seem that the pedigree of a player is to do well in surviving, but does 
this include the possibility that a player, while surviving splendidly killing everything in sight, ruins 
the game for others who see the purpose and the aim of survival in the game in a way that is very 
contradictory to his?121 
 
As we saw with Strawman in chapter 2.3, there would seem to be at least the possibility for an internal 
logic in the setting of the game, that dictates right from wrong, at least from his respective perspective, 
but can we assume that the premises for this logic are the same for each individual? Instead, the 
opposite would seem to be true. The proposition for premises for individual logic introduced by the 
modal props of the world seem to be very flexible with the logic the player is allowed to deduce from 
the world for himself as we will see in the next chapter. 
 
The other end of the spectrum is the view that KOS should not be limited, and is in fact one of the 
funniest and most challenging part of the game, as Real Meatshield states in his post quoting 
LigerRider, who has created ‘internal rules’ for his guideline to limit his KOS. 
 
Real Meatshield: 
[LigerRider, on 24 Feb 2014 - 07:21 AM, said: 
[--] The people who KoS are usually the people who aren’t any good at the 
game. What takes more skill, killing on site or trying to initiate a conversation 
and come out on top if they try and kill you? [--] 
Rules I live by: 
- If they are unarmed, don’t kill. 
- If they have a gun but don’t see you, or at a disadvantage position wise, 
don’t kill. 
- If they have a gun and are in an advantageous position to you, kill. 
- If they are known bandits/killers, kill.[--]] 
 
Play your own game. I think my perception of skill differs from yours, 
because I think sniping a moving target at 3-400m is quite a skillful feat. 
RPing an “interaction” isn’t skillful, unless you measure skill by your ability 
to act. [--] I like sniping in DayZ because the realistic ballistics actually make 
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it tough to be successful. Who I choose to shoot at, and where I choose to 
shoot them from, is entirely situational. I will just as happily blow away a 
freshie on the beach as I will a fully kitted guy at NWAF. Don’t try to justify 
your playstyle as superior to mine just because you disagree with my 
methods.  
(Posted 24 February 2014 - 06:11 AM)122 
 
Real Meatshield seems to be quite content with the current situation and appreciates his freedom of 
choice. He sees nothing wrong in the way KOS is implemented in the game. Whether or not he 
chooses to kill his opponent is his decision and entirely “situational” he says. He does not see 
interaction as the most interesting asset the game has to offer and is somewhat ignorant to the 
possibility of interacting with other players. Real Meatshield is one of the many who seem to find the 
KOS ‘style of playing’ intriguing and enjoyable. There are several players who have chosen to KOS 
as their way of playing the game, such as execpro22, who states that he has “had this playstyle since 
day 1”123, with the intention of continuing to play this way. Players see these playing styles as 
distinctively different, even though perhaps not restrictive. 
 
 
Real Meatshield: 
[--] and just to illustrate... during my early days in SA I tried to play 
“carebear” style. Granted, I didn’t go about it the right way... but nevertheless. 
I made a sincere effort to help out some freshies, and paid dearly for it. Dearly 
enough that I vowed never again.  
(Posted 24 February 2014 - 05:36 PM)124 
 
The extreme opinions that KOS should be the only alternative, and that peaceful interaction should 
be removed from the game, seem to be as absent from the discussion as the other alternative of 
‘removing KOS’ completely. It seems that the freedom to choose is one of the elements that creates 
the game’s atmosphere and is appreciated by the players, even if they would disagree on the amount 
of KOS in the game. The most extreme views on the matter seem to be matter-of-fact statements on 
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KOS as the only possible survival method, since the current circumstances in the game are forcing it 
as the only alternative, not because it would be the best solution in general. 
 
Lagahan: 
Kill on sight is mandatory at this stage. Every single player I’ve met has shot 
me or axed me as soon as spotting me. If you see me ingame I’m going to 
shoot you. 
(Posted 21 December 2013 - 05:11 PM)125 
 
Again form the perspective of the metaframe of rules, KOS seems to be the current status quo, and 
those looking to change it are searching for alternatives to redefine the way either the individual sees 
the game, using Montola’s typology, through the ‘internal rules’ of individual players or, as I inspect 
in more detail later in chapter 4.6, how the game plays by affecting the ‘formal rules’. Those opposing 
change argue nothing is stopping the players from playing the game in a more peaceful and co-
operative manner.126 
 
This emphasizes the fact that DayZ seems to be a freeplay game with a strong sense of freedom of 
choice in the way one is supposed to be playing it. Taking into account the fact that it is rather rare in 
games that the players would be free to choose how to play the game without a pre-written storyline. 
Even rarer in games is to have no moral compass included in the game. DayZ seems to provide 
something out of the ordinary for the players in its freedom of choice, neither forcing the players to 
work together nor merely shoot one another, but giving the option to choose to the player.127 
 
However, it is interesting to keep in mind that, as Tavinor describes, the actions of videogames are 
epistemic, meaning that there is always a strong interpretative aspect to playing videogames where 
the player receives knowledge from the world through his playing, and the actual process of 
disregarding the manipulation of controllers, is in fact epistemic. Taking part in the violence or 
refraining from it, is taking place in the cognitive understanding of the player, this would also mean 
that there is a strong cognitive aspect to the virtues as well.128 
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Therefore, even though the player is free to choose how he interprets the premises and the logic of 
the world and his actions in it, there is a shared interface in the virtual MMO world where the actions 
become understandable for someone else. However, the intentions and the interpretations of others 
do not necessarily meet, which gives this, or any freeplay multi-appreciator fiction, an interesting 
flavour to the ethical interpretation of actions.129 
 
Next, I will inspect how the players see who is to be blamed when someone gets KOS, when the 
freedom to choose is given to them, and why they see it happened in the first place.  
 
 
4.2 “No! It wasn’t me, it was the one armed man”  
 
In this chapter I look more closely on the issue frames of ‘Who is to blame?/Why do you KOS?’ and 
‘Skill as part of the issue.’ I apply the metaframes of rules, violence and ethics to interpret the data. 
First, I inspect the reasons players see affecting KOS. Then, I inspect the issues regarding the effects 
of skill to KOS. I emphasize the difference in the styles of play presented in previous chapter. I 
continue to argue that morally emptied space combined with the different approaches makes 
evaluating particular actions difficult, if not impossible. I argue that the good of the game is the 
measure of the moral value of a virtue. I emphasize this by continuing to conclude that DayZ reminds 
more a toy than a traditional game, and in this it differs from the traditional understanding of the 
virtues of the good player. 
 
 
Why do you KOS? 
 
A large part of the discussion is dedicated to the effort to understand why people do KOS and who is 
to be blamed for the excessive KOS in the game. A poll (Table 1: what is your main purpose for 
killing on sight?) is attached by the players to the forum thread ‘So... KoS... [Official SA KoS 
Discussion Topic]’ that composes my data, with four options to choose form to answer the question 
of the poll, to account for the reasons of KOS in the game. The results are form the timeframe of the 
study. 
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TABLE 1130   
What is your main 
purpose for killing on 
sight? 
  
Reason Number of votes Percentage 
Fear of being killed 344 56,39 
Loot 79 12,95 
For enjoyment 98 16,07 
Nothing else to 
do/boredom 
89 14,59 
 Total N=610 Total: 100 
 
 
Several different suggestions are made to find reasons behind KOS as wells as fixing it, but the 
majority of players seem to think that the main reasons for KOS are the four covered in the poll (Table 
1). Firstly, a fear of from being shot yourself and thus losing your character. Secondly, to acquire the 
equipment of the other by ‘looting’ them. Thirdly, just because it is fun. Fourthly, because the game 
is lacking in content and the players are creating a meaning for it. 
 
Those who are against KOS seem to widely share the view, that one of the main reasons for KOS is 
the fact that everyone is doing it. As Lagahan stated above, “you have to do it” because everyone is 
doing it: kill or be killed. This point of view is in fact supported by the poll. It clearly suggests that 
the main reason, for those players who voted, to KOS is fear of being killed themselves. This gives 
credibility to the players claiming that a large number of KOS actually results from the ‘atmosphere 
of fear’: 
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Loopest: 
Ideas on how to possibly destroy most of the KoS mentality: 
1. Be the hero. Help other players when you can.  
2.Don’t get attached to your gear. Ever. This causes fear of losing it, making 
you want to KoS. 
3. Spread this message! Without, we may never stop it from spreading. 
REMEMBER: Dirty bandits that KoS aren’t ever a bad thing in DayZ. It’s 
the fact that 90+ percent of players have started killing on sight. 
(Edited by Loopest, 20 April 2014 - 06:17 AM. 
Posted 20 April 2014 - 06:17 AM)131 
 
As we see from the quote, the answer to having less KOS could actually be that people would just 
stop shooting. The poll seems to indicate that those opposing large numbers of KOS have a point 
when arguing that those who KOS for fear are the ones actually ruining the game for others. If the 
players were not so afraid to lose their characters and would stop pre-emptively shooting others, the 
numbers of KOS would be drastically lower. 
 
The poll results also reflect the other side of the discussion. Those who do kill for fun, to benefit, or 
just because there is nothing else to do, are mostly the ones who are of defending KOS as a gameplay 
element that is clearly creating a meaningful content for the game. It is interesting to speculate, 
although it cannot be fully answered from the data, whether those who are killing others for fear of 
getting killed themselves, actually see ‘the fear’ of getting killed as interesting and meaningful content 
of the game. Since almost all of those for and against KOS seem to be defending the possibility of 
KOS for the atmosphere it creates, it would be logical in the free spirit of the game to allow each and 
every one to react to the fear in way of their choosing. 
 
This presumption would follow in line with what we have seen earlier. The freedom to choose not 
just what one wants to do in the game, but also that the premises and internal logic of the game world 
are flexible enough to include different perspectives on the game, leave one free to choose how he 
understands the game. 
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If we speculate a little and interpret it from the perspective above, saying that the majority of those 
killing form fear actually like the game that way, then they are, in fact, no different from those who 
think KOS is the most interesting part, or from those who think that human interaction is the most 
interesting part, but rather all are in the same position to argue that their interpretation is the best for 
them. This would emphasize even further how blurred the lines are in terms of ‘fairness’ of the player 
and the virtues that he is supposedly needed to have.132 
 
Interpreting this from the perspective of the metaframe of violence, the role of violence is very much 
layered in the game. The very real possibility of losing your character through violent means, 
combined with the meaningfulness of loss, creates an atmosphere of fear and at the same time there 
is a constant choice for the player whether to seize the violence or to refrain from it. The world of 
DayZ is, in a sense, very much like a frame of war in the study of Neitzel & Welzer. There is a 
continuous fear of loss and the constant presence of violence, even to the extent that the players are 
accustomed to expect it and would perhaps even be surprised if encountering someone with good 
intentions, a virtual warzone. In this frame of violence as the standard the out of the ordinary elements 
are layered as well. For the players it would seem that there is violence that is expected and violence 
that crosses the line of the ordinary, which KOS in the case of extensive use, seems to do.133 
 
It would seem that the four reasons of the poll discussed above are generally accepted as the most 
common reasons for KOS, whether the players see them as integral part of the game or not. In the 
following, I examining further how the players see the content of the game influencing their behaviour 
in the game.  
 
First, there is the question of content. Many of the players seem to think that there is a connection 
between the content of the game not providing enough meaningful things to do and the reckless killing 
of other players. Those who become bored of the game channel their frustration towards the player 
vs. player aspect of the game resulting in more KOS. This would seem to indicate that many players 
see the game too monotonous and want to feel the excitement the PVP has to offer.  
 
Secondly, there is a large number of players who think that alternative game design could fix the issue 
by changing the way the game plays by changing the ‘formal rules’. Some suggest punishing the 
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player-characters by means of mental disorders. Another very common suggestion is to cut down the 
loot gained from other players by means of killing. One suggestion to solve the issue of KOS has 
been to limit the amount of weaponry in the game to bare minimum. Especially limiting the amount 
of ranged weapons for players to find would force the players to encounter one another face to face, 
making encounters potentially more dangerous for both parties, and thus cutting down the easy KOS 
from a distance. Both of these content related prospects are reflected in the post below: 
 
sergeantwtf: 
So here are some ideas to make PvP much harder for players 
- Less munitions and weapons, players will be less likely to kill someone on 
sight, especially if they’re doing it for supplies. Players may well be 
encouraged to trade supplies, or they’ll have to use other methods to dispatch 
their target, like handcuffing them. 
- Zombie hordes in cities, there’s already another guy talking about this, but 
if there were massive zombie hordes in cities that were attracted to gunshots, 
this would give players another reason to seek out another option before firing 
a shot. Besides this, it would also make looting cities far more of a tactical 
affair, meaning you had to avoid the horde, or go all Walking Dead and use 
bells to bring them from on[e] place to another. Of course zombies need to be 
fixed first. 
- Random scripted events, I had an idea that natural events like earthquakes 
and things like that could take place randomly. If DayZ is going to feature a 
destruction system like it’s ArmA 2 predecessor, those natural events could 
do damage to the world (at least until the next restart). It’d probably break the 
horrible engine DayZ is being built on but it’s an idea. 
(Edited by sergeantwtf, 26 April 2014 - 12:08 AM. 
Posted 26 April 2014 - 12:07 AM)134 
 
Above, sergeantwtf offers us several different solutions for KOS. Even though the suggestions may 
vary from player to player, the basic outline remains the same: reducing KOS through the means of 
gameplay, either by making it harder or less worth the trouble in some way, or by giving the game 
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more content and things to do for the players. Large majority of the suggestions deal with the four 
problems presented above as the alternatives in the poll. 
 
From the perspective of the research, it would seem that these four reasons for KOS identified by the 
players could be understood for their different uses of violence. Fear of being killed can be understood 
as wanting to ‘play it safe’. If survival is seen as the aim of the game then in the atmosphere of 
violence and KOS it seems like a solid alternative from a tactical perspective. It would seem that the 
player could have more to lose than to gain from the encounter. This would mean that violence could 
be used as a method for successful playing of the game. This aspect is emphasized by the fact that 
you gain most of the equipment the other player had in the form of loot. From this perspective, it 
could be understood as one of those virtuous attributes players are expected to demonstrate. I will 
look further into this aspect in the next chapter. 
 
Secondly, there would seem to be the purpose of entertainment. As for the bored player and those 
who just enjoy griefing or straightforward gunfight, violence in the form of KOS provides fun and 
good gameplay, and as such would be an end in itself. This aspect seems to be very close to what 
Reemtsma described as autotelic violence.135 
 
However, inspected from the perspective of the ethical metaframe some of those opposing extensive 
KOS seem to rely on the idea that one is to observe his own actions and through that inspection make 
judgments' whether or not to KOS. This argument seems to have much in common with what 
McNamee argues with his view on sportspersonship being strong evaluation of oneself and by others. 
This evaluation of actions leads, according to McNamee, to a virtue ethical perspective on ethics, 
meaning that it is not the actions that are good in themselves either following the rules of doing what 
is right, but the individual’s personal interpretation of those rules that makes him good, and thus 
makes him ‘do good’. We are then left to ask, what then, is good for the game?136 
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A skilful feat  
 
LigerRider: 
The people who KoS are usually the people who aren’t any good at the game. 
What takes more skill, killing on site or trying to initiate a conversation and 
come out on top if they try and kill you?  
(Posted 24 Feb 2014 - 04:21 AM)137 
 
Another aspect of the issue of ‘who is to blame’, is the question whether KOS is too easy to commit, 
and only those who are not skilful enough resort to such acts. On the other hand, many claim that it 
is the inexperienced player who does not have the skill to avoid being killed in the first place, and the 
more experienced player can easily avoid getting killed. Both of these views are part of the discussion 
on the blame of KOS. Even though mostly used at the opposing debaters in a provocative manner, 
accusing them of not having the skills to play the game as it is supposed to be played, nevertheless, 
the question of skill is essential to the discussion.  
 
It seems that the players are sensitive to accusations of wanting to make the game easier, or for them 
not being skilled enough for the game. DayZ is known for its unforgiving nature as a game. A high 
level of skill is required to survive in the world of Chernarus. We see here the same kind of regard as 
earlier with McNamee’s sportspersonship to Huizinga’s fairness of the player. There is a need to 
prove oneself as a skilful player, but also the awareness that others are evaluating your performance. 
This would seem to mean that there is an understanding with the players of a certain level of skill 
considering the involvement in the violence in the game. Whether getting involved in violence or 
refraining from it while playing DayZ, one needs skill to be successful at it. 
 
From the perspective of metaframe of rules, it would also seem that there are several ‘social rules’ 
affecting the players’ views on sportspersonship. The social and historical background of each 
individual player affects his view on the matter of what is considered good sportspersonship. Players’ 
cultural and historical backgrounds can differ greatly. However, we can assume there is something in 
the public space of DayZ that is shared by the players and affects their view on what the moral 
premises for the virtual world they are participating are. For instance the unforgiving nature of the 
world, that is gradually revealed to them, forcing the player through, as Tavinor called it, ‘the 
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narrative of disclosure’ into learning what the world is like and how to survive in it. 138 This can be 
said to be part of the moral discovery as well. The player is forced to adjust by learning new morals 
as part of the world to survive in it.  
 
We discussed earlier the post139 written by Real Meatshield who was quoting LigerRider on the topic 
of whether or not one needs skills to shoot someone. Real Meatshield claims that it is a difficult task 
to shoot someone from a distance because of the realistic ballistics simulation of the game. Skill can 
be argued to be a factor on both sides of the discussion. Sniping is a very limited example of the 
multitude of possible scenarios where fighting could take place that could emerge in the game. The 
game can provide practically endless scenarios for fighting to occur, or for peaceful interaction for 
that matter. The player’s general attitude towards other players seems to be in the centre of the 
arguments. 
 
The game provides a possibility of relatively ‘unfair’ sniping of the opponent from a distance of 
several hundreds of metres, which can leave the victim feeling helpless in the face of the attack. It is 
clear that the game has a ‘mano a mano’ starting point where all the contestants start at least to a 
degree from the same vantage point. This gives all the players the same possibility of outplaying or 
outsmarting their opponents, within the equivalent conditions. If you are being shot from a distance 
all you have to do is to seek cover to avoid being shot.  As said, sniping is a challenging task. 
 
It is easy to argue that getting killed or evading death is equally skill-dependent. The more skilled 
and resourceful player will most likely be victorious in any confrontation, no matter the 
circumstances. There is a certain advantage to having better equipment or being able to surprise one’s 
opponent, but there are also limits to it. If one knows his way around, one does not get KOS all that 
easily. It is also the view of Strawman that there is a strong relation between skill and getting killed 
in the game. Some, for example LigerRider, argue that it is too easy to shoot someone dead from 
hiding. Others, like Strawman or Alsmir, argue that, if you get killed you have not managed to play 
the game skilfully enough. 
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Alsmir: 
It takes time and practice to avoid getting yourself killed. You need to know 
how to move around the map, where to look for loot and what places to avoid. 
Unfortunatelly many new players don’t realize that. They expect that when 
they respawn the closest city to them will be quite safe and definitely safer 
than military bases up in the north. There is no safe zone for newbies in DayZ, 
no training mission. Got spawned near Elektro - it’s not a starting zone where 
you can learn basics of the game, it’s warzone where freshspawns under 
sniperfire fistfight for every can of beans. The best thing a freshspawn can do 
is: start running. Leave starting areas, ignore thirst and hunger untill you reach 
some further villages - then start looting. 
It is quite unintuitional and confuses a lot of people: “I spawn near a big city. 
First notification that I see is ‘You are thirsty’. Why shouldn’t I look for some 
drink in that city?” Then comes the map knowledge and movement. New 
player advised to look for further settlements will probably feel lost. The map 
is huge. Roadsigns are in some weird language (it really pays off to learn 
basics of cyrylic). So what will he do? Follow the road. 
Mistake, bam! You’re dead. 
(Edited by Alsmir, 08 May 2014 - 9:52 AM. 
Posted 08 May 2014 - 9:39 AM.)140 
 
In a way, this heavy skill dependency supports the views of those opposing KOS; because the more 
skilful player has an advantage, it would be ‘only fair’ to limit KOS in some manner in order to give 
better chances of survival to the less skilled players. However, the opinions for and against KOS as 
being easy or skill-dependent seem to depend on the players’ own preference. It can as easily be 
argued that it is an even more skilful feat to manage to encounter someone peacefully in the very 
hostile world of DayZ. Whether or not interacting peacefully or KOS in the hostile world is difficult 
seems to vary more or less according to what the player sees as fun in the game. Because the game 
itself is rather difficult and requires skill from the player to guarantee the survival of the character, it 
can be easily advocated both ways, as the game is very situational.  
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McNamee defines sports as games by referring to Bernard Suits’ definition of games as activities 
with a (1) pre-lusory goal. Secondly, (2) a set of means that limit the way in which the goal is to be 
achieved. Thirdly, (3) rules that define the activity and the permissible and impermissible means for 
achieving the pre-lusory goal. Lastly (4) a disposition the game player must adopt in their attempt to 
achieve the pre-lusory goal.141 
 
In the post142 I presented as the basis for the issue frames, Strawman argues that there is a player type 
more suited to play the game than other player types. By this he seems to refer to a player type capable 
of self-regulation of ‘internal rules’, such as those in his arguments. However, there are several views 
on the matter and many of those are in contrast with what Strawman claims. Either the views are in 
total controversy or differ on the opinion of what should be regulated. It would seem that the 
contradiction between the players’ views relies on a very similar thought as that of Bernard Suits pre-
lusory goal that is shared by the players, above.  
 
It would seem that what Suits describes, is what Tavinor called a game in strong sense.143 However, 
we find that a game such as DayZ that resembles also a toy (a game in weak sense) through its 
freeplay, is more ambivalent in the pre-lusory goal. This would seem to be where the virtual playfield 
of DayZ differs from traditional games and sports, in many aspects it is more of a toy than a game. 
The players are able to choose the premises from which the goal is derived in the first place. This 
would seem to lead to a conflicting view on what the goals and means to achieving those goals are. 
Nonetheless, also arguing to change how your fellow players play, could be said to be contradictory 
with the very idea of freedom to choose how you play. Also this would indicate what I argued earlier 
in this chapter, when we try to find the virtues of a good player, instead of focusing on the particular 
actions of a player, we have to ask what is good for the game. 
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4.3 Half-real KOS and real life violence  
 
In this chapter I inspect more closely the issue frames of ‘KOS as personality indicator’ and ‘There 
is KOS in real life.’ I apply the metaframes of violence to interpret the data. First I look at the issues 
of KOS as a personality indicator and then I inspect the discussion around real life violence and its 
relevance to KOS. I find that fun and good gameplay are central to the measure of the virtues of a 
player. I argue that there is a connection for the players in the way violence is represented in the game 
and that of real life violence. I continue to argue that this leads us to conclude that playing the game 
can be therefore interpreted as the post-secular moral search of an emptied public space, and that the 
game can be understood as a moral canvas for the players,.  
 
 
Personality indicator? 
 
As shown by Carter, Gibbs and Wadley loss is meaningful in the game and the players are emotionally 
attached to their player-charter’s survival.144 It is fair to say that KOS as a method provokes emotions, 
such as frustration and unfairness in the players, which are also reflected in the discussion on the 
forum. As KOS can be said to be unfair to a degree, it raises the question of the sportsmanship of the 
players using this method to play the game. Some are ready even to go as far as criticizing those 
players who enjoy causing misery to their fellow players in the game, on a personal level. Claims of 
real life social issues are connected with wanting to ruin the game for others, like Strawman did in 
his post145. But can we say that a person ‘bad at sports’, or even person that is a ‘bad sport’, to be also 
a ‘bad person’? Or what is the relation of virtues of virtual playing to those of real life? 
 
Earlier I referred to Strawman presenting an argument that those who kill on sight just to ruin others’ 
day are ‘bad sports’ in their real life as well. He goes to the length of accusing them of having social 
problems. He implies that KOS would be an indication of real life issues. 
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Real Meatshield: 
Well I guess I am gathering all of the sociopaths because my whole crew has 
a metric shit ton of fun going out with the sole intent of ruining your day. 
(Posted 23 February 2014 - 05:15 PM)146 
 
Real Meatshield comments Strawman’s arguments in a sarcastic manner, ‘guessing’ that he and his 
companions must be a group of sociopaths. He states he finds it fun to play the way Strawman 
previously described as an unwanted playstyle. With his fellow players (most likely in a clan of sorts) 
“ruining your day” is the “sole intent” of their understanding of fun gameplay.  
 
To summarize Real Meatshield’s opinion, it seems that the meaningfulness of loss is what brings the 
excitement to his gameplay. He and his crew find enjoyment in the ‘high stakes’ of the game. This 
would also mean that winning a gunfight in the game is an enjoyable event because the survival from 
a gunfight entails emotional attachment. This, however, also means that there is a loser of the gunfight 
who in his turn just suffered a loss. It is worth asking, whether enjoyment over someone else’s defeat 
is allowed, and to what extent? Even further, when the perception of the game of these opposing 
views is very different from one another, where is one to draw the line of ‘allowed’ between and ‘fair’ 
tactics? 
 
Thus, we have two opposite and contradictory opinions, which seem to result in differing views of 
what are the purpose and the most enjoyable content of the game. One view is that of peaceful 
cooperative game, and the other is an unfair war of ‘dog eat dog’. As Real Meatshield states, killing 
in a game in his view is not the same thing as killing in real life, and there is no connection between 
reality and one’s behaviour in the game. 
 
Real Meatshield: 
This is a game. Killing in a game =/= killing anyone in real life. Making 
comparisons or judgements against the player who kills is completely 
unfounded and has no basis in reality at all. [--] My doing so is what gives 
me the most enjoyment for my investment in this game. But don’t dare judge 
me as a person IRL [--] your carebear character in game is perfect fodder for 
my murderous thug of a character in game. There’s your game balance. 
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(Posted 24 February 2014 - 06:37 AM)147 
 
We can quite safely assume that what Real Meatshield is saying is that the conflict in the game is war 
without rules. Applying unfair tactics is merely part of the game. If the aim is “ruining your day” then 
KOS is indeed a fair tactic and not a cause for upset. KOS is rather a very solid approach to winning 
a battle in an unfair world. The ‘fun’ of the game is in the contest of who will ‘ruin’ whose day.  
 
Gibonez: 
Nobody cares if new features are added or more stuff to do is added. People 
like me will continue to kill because its fun to grief no amount of stupid 
features designed to stop us will do so. Simply put nothing will or stop the 
kos epidemic its not a problem and nothing outside of removing all firearms 
will stop it. 
(Posted 20 Apr 2014 - 06:36 AM)148 
 
Even though ‘ruining’ can be used as a semantic way of describing the competition for survival in 
the game, it is not all, as we see above. Inspecting the issue through the metaframe of violence we 
find that a well-known and common culture of griefing, trying to ruin someone else’s game, exists in 
online games. For some players there is enjoyment to be found in spoiling the game for others. Neitzel 
& Welzer note that for some men there was no agenda needed for killing. It was enough on its own 
that you were able to kill without sanctions. This what they call: “the possibility for inhuman 
behaviour without the fear of punishment”, violence without a need for a cause any other than the 
fact that you are able to do it.149 
 
It would seem that the concepts ‘fun’ and ‘good gameplay’ are central to the ethical problem under 
study, to extent that it seem to be well grounded to argue that these are a measure of the virtues of a 
player. There are opposite ways of enjoying the game, but at the same time they are in a symbiotic 
relation with each other. If the fun for Real Meatshield or Gibonez comes from ruining someone’s 
day, they then require someone, who sees KOS as annoying, to be the victim. On the other hand, as 
                                                            
147 Post #904. 
148 Post #1380. 
149 Neitzel & Welzer 2011, 105–106. 
 65 
 
Strawman stated there is room, even a need, for the ‘psychotic killer’ to be simulated in the world of 
DayZ.  
 
This strengthens the view that the ‘sandbox experience’ of DayZ provides a modal prop of world that 
is very flexible in allowing differing approaches, such as griefing, to co-exist and easily be part of the 
experience for those who do not necessarily see it as enjoyable gameplay otherwise. 
 
Returning to the question, whether enjoying violence in real life and enjoying simulated violence are 
the same thing? Further, if there is KOS in real life, would a person, who kills others on sight, do that 
also in the game and the other way around? If causing fear and loss is one’s aim in real life, is it one’s 
aim in a game as well? 
 
It would seem, that the cause for the issue to arise is the fact that the context of a game is at the same 
time real and unreal. It is the realism of the violence that makes it more than just a ‘mere’ symbol for 
violence. The players participating in handcuffing and force feeding poisonous substances to other 
player’s player-character and eventually robbing and killing the player-character, are actuating those 
deeds of violence, in a ritualistic sense: actualization by representation.150 There is more than mere 
observing to those acts from the players part. The actions are acted out in the make-belief setting of 
the world. These violent acts would not take place without the player committing them. The player is 
required to make an epistemic act to induce the violence. And as the loss is real and meaningful within 
the game, and by mimicking their real counterparts through the modal prop, it would seem that an act 
of violence is taking place. 
 
This relation of real and imagined has been the interest of Jesper Juul in his work Half-Real, Video 
Games between Real Rules and Fictional Worlds,151in which he coined the term half-real to describe 
the unique way of video games being played by real rules, while the actual playing takes place in an 
imagined fictional world. Further, applying Juul’s thought to that of above, the violence experienced 
would seem to be violence for the sake of violence, as in Reemtsma’s autotelic violence. There is no 
need for this violence other than the players’ self-expression, and the experience of the violence itself. 
This half-real relation is also reflected in the next section. 
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KOS in real life  
 
There are several references to real life violence and its relation to that of DayZ in the discussion. 
The question whether or not KOS is a genuine part of real life, is one of them. Would someone really 
kill others on sight in real life? This is a much-disputed topic in the KOS-thread, and many claim that 
its existence in real life justifies KOS in the game. If there is KOS in real life, it should be part of the 
game as well. 
 
mugur: 
I definitely LOVE the KoS players to stay and act like they act. And although 
i have been so repeatedly killed on sight with no questions or talking 
whatsoever [--]. It is like in real life!  
(Posted 16 March 2014 - 09:42 PM) 
(Edited by mugur, 16 March 2014 - 09:44 PM)152 
 
Another debated topic is the question whether the players themselves would be ready to commit 
violent acts in order to survive in horrific situations such as the setting in DayZ. Here the players 
seem again to be interested in the question of violence in the game and its real life counterpart having 
something in common. This interest between real life violence and the one in the game, as with the 
personality of the player and the way he plays discussed in the previous chapter, can be seen as part 
of the half-real relation of the game and real life. We can safely assume that there is some connection 
of real life violence and virtual violence for the players. 
 
Korsbaek: 
I’m surprised by how many of you guys say you could kill anyone in real life. 
I don’t think killing someone is easy [--] unless you’re some kind of 
psychopath. [--] Killing people and being under pressure scars you. Look at 
war veterans. Are the soldiers coming home from Afghanistan in good shape? 
No, they really aren’t. Over half of them get the symptoms of PTSD, a mental 
illness you get from being under that much pressure all the time. [--]. Almost 
everyone has killed other players. [--] And a system to punish player killers 
wouldn’t be able to distinguish between the two kinds of players; Friendlies 
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who’ve killed in self-defense, and aggressive players who kill for fun. I’m 
split. I hate KoSers, because they ruin MY experience, so I want a system to 
limit how much they can kill. But at the same time, I don’t want that system 
to punish friendly players. 
(Posted 24 February 2014 - 06:24 AM)153 
 
Korsbaek states his astonishment for the amount of people in the forum who claim their readiness to 
kill in real life. He also ponders the question of how the consequences of mental stress caused by 
killing should be part of the gameplay. The opinions of KOS’s realism, however, vary. Strawman for 
example disagrees with Korsbaek. 
 
Strawman: 
[Korsbaek, on 24 Feb 2014 - 12:09 PM, said: 
The only problem I see with KoS is that it isn’t realistic] 
 
It is realistic though. In reality people do crazy things in chaotic times. [--] I 
think what most people need to do in this game is accept it for what it is 
currently, and the playstyles it allows for. Then have faith in that the 
developers will tune the game into what they want it to be, which in turn will 
allow for certain playstyles while others will be harder to pull off. (Edited by 
Strawman, 24 February 2014 - 02:17 PM. 
Posted 24 February 2014 - 01:14 PM)154 
 
As a reply to Korsbaek, Strawman claims he sees KOS as a realistic behaviour for humans in chaotic 
times. Real Meatshield shares Strawman’s view on the realism of KOS. 
 
Real Meatshield: 
Of course KoS is realistic. Its inconceivable to think that in an apocalypse 
scenario, everyone is going to want to barter and trade with everyone else. 
There will most certainly be an element whose sole intent is to take what they 
want through force, and prevent anyone else from interfering with them, by 
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force. There will be the roving packs of bandits and marauders who see 
nothing wrong at all with gunning down someone- just to see if they had 
beans, bullets or bandages to begin with. There are already groups in society 
today that operate in the same way, but they are fewer and farther between 
because there are measures in place to stop them and keep them in check- the 
police and military, which in an apocalyptic scenario, are non-existent. When 
the checks and balances of a lawful society are no longer in effect, all of a 
sudden the lawless society blossoms. The people will be divided into self-
imposed factions and group together with like-minded individuals. Hence 
why you have groups like the reddit rescue squad, on one end of the spectrum; 
and a group like my own crew, who KoS first, ask questions later. 
(Posted 24 February 2014 - 05:36 PM)155 
 
The considerable interest the players show towards the connection between real life violence and the 
violence in the game, gives us reason to believe that there is in fact grounds in arguing for similarities 
between DayZ and the earlier idea of McNamee’s sports as a moral canvas. This is reflected in how 
the players perceive the changes to the game, and how they have tried to solve ethical problems 
arising from KOS by suggesting those changes to the game.156 
 
 
4.4 Designing and playing  
 
In this chapter I examine more closely the issue frame ‘Game design & Gameplay.’ I reflect the 
suggestions made by the players to the issue with what I have brought up earlier in the analysis so 
far, especially with the metaframe of rules. It seems that the propositions of players for changes in 
the game support the previous interpretation of moral freedom being central to the game. I argue that 
this strengthens the virtue ethical interpretation of epistemic virtues as opposed to external regulation 
of moral actions in the game. 
 
Many attempt to solve the issue regarding KOS by changing the way players play the game, but the 
majority of suggestions to ‘fix’ KOS are suggestions to change the ‘formal rules’ of the game. Players 
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see that at the core of the issue is the way the game plays and the game design, which encourages 
player behaviour in one direction or another. The suggestions vary largely, and so does their general 
approval. 
 
Korsbaek: 
I also wouldn't like this [He is commenting on a suggestion made earlier for 
warning others via labeling a shared map of potential bandits]. It's too 
“gamey” as you said yourself. DayZ is meant to be realistic and we can't 
change the way people play. We can only make the game itself more 
realistic. 
(Posted 21 December 2013 - 11:21 PM)157 
 
The variety of suggestions for changes to the game is far too wide to be effectively handled within 
the confines of this study. Suffice to say that the suggestions for changing the game tend to fall in one 
of two categories. Firstly, the main issue seen by the players is that they feel it is too hard to play as 
a ‘hero’, as the players call it, and being one is not encouraged enough by the game design. Secondly, 
players view that the consequences of killing others are not harsh enough to limit the amount of KOS 
in the game. 
 
Strawman: 
Right now the game makes it harder to play as a benevolent type and easier 
to preemptively shoot people you meet and loot their corpse. If the game 
would make it equally hard for both those playstyles we would soon see a 
better balance between the two types. I suggest patience. I also suggest one 
of the following two: Either accept that dying is part of the game and that you 
will die a lot, and try to not get too emotionally attached to your character. Or 
try to avoid acting "in affect", ie letting your upset emotions drive you to post 
angry stuff on the forums targeting all who you feel are responsible for your 
character dying. 
(Edited by Strawman, 24 February 2014 - 02:17 PM. 
Posted 24 February 2014 - 01:14 PM)158 
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As we saw in previous chapters, the difference of opinion with differing suggestions has its roots in 
the different conceptions of what the game is actually about. A lot of the debate focuses on the 
question of the purpose of DayZ as a game, and how this purpose is best served from the gameplay 
perspective. Those, who see peaceful interaction as essential to the way the game is supposed to be 
played, often want those elements to be encourage by the game design. Likewise those, who prefer 
more conflict oriented approach to gameplay, generally defend the current state of the game based on 
the freedom of choice. 
 
These questions revolve around two key factors from the perspective of game design: is DayZ 
supposed to be a simulation and if so, what is it supposedly simulating? Is DayZ a survival simulation 
in a nightmarish world with people helping one another, or is it a combat simulator placed in a 
survivalist horror setting? Nevertheless, violence such as KOS is seen throughout the discussion as 
something that is inherently part of the game. 
 
FoamNinja: 
However to conclude. KoS will stay of course, and we have to learn to deal 
with it. It might become a little bit more rare with the damage system, 
however people are always going to do it “for fun”. It's a video game, most 
video games bring you up to speed with the "I am the good guy no matter 
what, everyone else is bad I must kill them" mentality. DayZ is a first of it's 
kind game (there are other games out there somewhere that do the same) 
where it introduces working together will get you farther than killing that 
poor fresh spawn for nothing. 
(Posted 17 December 2013 - 10:43 PM)159 
 
It can be argued, that there is a degree of consensus among the players for DayZ aiming at being a 
survival simulation with realistic combat in the setting of an apocalyptic world, where the goal is to 
survive.  
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cpchua: 
RUN like chickens if the 1st shot didn't kill you. You shouldn't be aimed at 
in the 1st place, this proves you are not cautious or paranoid enough to survive 
in a post apocalypse world. Dayz is a SURVIVOR game, you should be more 
stealthy and scoped the town/city/area for zeds and possible survivors before 
you even enter. 
(Posted 25 July 2014 – 01:09 PM)160 
 
The players also wish to preserve and support what they see as unique in the game compared to other 
games available. 
 
or’dinii: 
[Real Meatshield, on 24 Feb 2014 - 12:26 AM, said: 
Im not sure I understand what that is supposed to mean. Are you implying 
that what my crew and I do is not at all what they envisioned when they 
decided to undertake the development of this game?] 
 
It implies that, in my eyes, they were hoping DayZ could be something more 
than another somethingXsomething deathmatch area. If I were developing 
DayZ I would not like for it to become another clone of an existing game, but 
if the playerbase turned it into that regardless of what I did, well... 
(Posted 23 February 2014 - 10:38 PM)161 
 
Or’dinii comments on Real Meatshield’s earlier post, stating that from his point of view the actions 
and enjoyment taken by Real Meatshield and his companions are something that the developers of 
the game had not intended to be a part of the game. Here the implied undertone is clearly that there 
is a right and a wrong way to play the game. A death-match, as referred to by him, in which everyone 
is just out to kill and with no intention to interact with other players, would just be mimicking other 
games already available. 
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On the question how to limit KOS, the discussion oscillates between the options of limiting the killing 
by making the consequences more severe or rewarding ‘good’ behaviour. A plethora of ideas has 
been offered on how the game design should support different behaviour in the game. Many players, 
however, oppose to suggestions of rewarding behaviour since it would lessen the freedom of choice 
for the players. 
 
Strawman: 
The reason some players play the game as a team DM now is because the 
game allows it. Now, I wouldn’t for my life want to remove the option of 
shooting everything I see if I so choose, but at the same time I look forward 
to the game being geared towards making playing it as a deathmatch more 
difficult. [--] Just to give one example, if there were more zombies (which the 
devs already plan to add as we all know) and if they were more aggressive, 
since the z’s are attracted to noise, a gun fight would quickly spiral out of 
control. 
(Posted 23 February 2014 - 10:57 PM)162 
 
Strawman argues in a more direct manner for the subject of freedom of choice as a crucial element 
of the game. He says the possibility to choose to KOS is an essential part of the gameplay, but at the 
same time he sees that there is a connection with the game design aspect of the game, which is 
contributing to the amount of KOS being at the level of more combat oriented games. By 
manipulating the gameplay the designers have control over how the game is played; however, not all 
changes serve the purpose, according to players.  
 
Alsmir: 
[sergeantwtf, on 28 Apr 2014 - 02:51 AM, said: 
The thing is, gear shouldn’t be so plentiful that there’s enough to supply two 
squads with enough equipment to be fully geared in the first place.] 
 
I know, but on the other hand I’m not quite sure if reducing spawn rates will 
help much. I’ve tried some servers for DayZ mod that had really low 
spawnrates. In the end PvP oriented grou[p]s were geared with military gear 
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with a bunch of extras stored in tents and lonewolf we’re struggling to defend 
themselves with Winnies and Einfields. 
(Posted 28 April 2014 - 06:18 AM)163 
 
The players are forced to ask, where the limit for a game design solution to allow the players to choose 
for themselves is. If the consequences of an action are somehow punitive, like the sound of gunfire 
attracting a swarm of enemies, does one really have that freedom of choice anymore? The players 
however try to find a balance for the different approaches to the game. 
 
Strawman: 
[Guinness, on 24 Feb 2014 - 10:21 AM, said: 
KOSers is a part of the ecosystem in Dayz; same as carebears and zombies 
are. [--] I’m sure this will even out when the zombies are implemented the 
way that is planned. There will be more of them, and they will be more 
aggressive, and probably also more responsive to loud noices as gunshots. [-
-] This game will even out, I’m certain of it. We need the aggressive players 
just as much as we need the defensive ones. This game without the tension of 
getting killed would not be a game I would play.] 
 
Well put. I agree completely. 
(Posted 24 February 2014 - 07:49 AM)164 
 
It seems that even though the players have differing views on the game they make an effort to find a 
balance within the game that would support the different playstyles in it, at least from their respective 
views. Certainly there are overkills on both ends of the spectrum but the general idea is that whatever 
the changes are, they are not supposed to limit the players’ freedom of choice too much, or to 
encourage one playstyle over others, but rather balance out different approaches to the game. This is 
regardless of the players’ suggestions being controversial and players often disagreeing on whether 
the changes are actually equally considerate. 
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The game design aspect of the discussion is interesting in that it is impacting the gameplay, and the 
view of the players seems to be that whatever the changes are the worst is to be assumed of people. 
‘Social rules’, such as ‘let’s agree no one shoots one another too often’, are regarded as having almost 
no effect, instead only the ‘formal rules’ and ‘materially embodied rules’ are seen to have any effect 
in how the game will be played out. The morally worst case scenario is expected. 
 
Even though there are few of those who see that the change has to come from within the players 
themselves, the search for Taylor’s internal logic for morality from the perspective of the whole 
community of players and developers,165 takes form in the mechanics of ‘formal’ and ‘materially 
embodied rules’ of the game world and the actions provided by them. The rules of the world are what 
create the setting of the game, and what the players are portrayed of being able to do and what not. 
Changes in those mechanics reflect the freedom to choose throughout the game. The suggestions that 
would limit the freedom of choice find the fiercest opposition. The freedom of moral choice is 
reserved for the player. 
 
To sum up, the players want to be free to morally choose violence. The unfairness of KOS is seen 
also as part of the experience, only the amount of KOS is being seriously discussed. The ability to 
choose to do violence is integral to the game. This argues in favour of the perspective that the players 
see the ethical choices in the game as moral canvas for self-realization, as mentioned in the previous 
chapter. The possible changes to the game are reviewed in the light of their quality to serve this 
purpose. This emphasizes the ‘internal’ nature of the moral choices in the game. The nature of actions 
is epistemic and their free internal moral evaluation is regarded highly by the players. The opposition 
of external regulation of moral values speaks strongly for this.166 
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4.5 Playing with emotions 
 
In this chapter I examine the issue frames of ‘Emotions’ and ‘Metagaming’. I interpret the data from 
the perspective of metaframe of ethics and rules. I come to the conclusion that while the emotional 
attachment to the game is essential for the game to be interesting to the player, it is also part of the 
game itself. I argue that through the emotional connection the player is able to create a wholesome 
interpretation of the game, a meaningful narration of the events. I continue to argue that this 
meaningfulness is ‘the good’ of the game and as such it is the measure of the moral value of actions. 
 
There are several aspects to consider when analysing the emotional side of videogames but I 
concentrate on the immediate emotions regarding KOS, like the emotions implied on “ruining 
someone’s day” or the enjoyment of surviving a gunfight in the game. As such emotions can be 
considered as part of the metagame of showing ones fairness as a player, or using those emotions as 
part of the gameplay.  
 
For this study metagaming is understood to be any action that occurs outside the defined limits of the 
game. In this study and in DayZ in particular metagaming can occur on several different levels. First, 
metagaming inside the game, such as using the VOIP for example for asking for help in some 
technical issue regarding the game, or just to setup an ambush for a player-character. Second, 
metagaming outside the game, such as writing on the forums trying to affect the way the players play 
or to ask assistance inside the game. The forums are also used for creating player clans. Clans are a 
way to organize group effort inside the game and to create a more secure playing environment. Also 
the aim to influence the developers to develop the game in the direction of one’s liking can be 
considered metagaming.  
 
The emotional attachment to the game is essential for the game to be interesting to the player. The 
player has to want to succeed in the game for it to be worth his time and effort. Through this emotional 
attachment to the game, the player feels his achievements being worth something and his failures as 
true failures, as Tavinor describes.167 
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Illiad: 
Are you seriously crying? Go play Care Bears online. 
(Posted 17 December 2013 - 07:50 PM)168 
 
This emotional attachment raises mixed reactions in the players. In the forum discussion there is a 
clear tendency to belittle the emotional meaning by dubbing the playing as ‘merely a game’. Being 
upset over a game is something almost no one seems to be ready to admit. This is of course partly 
due to the metagaming nature of the forum. There is also a tendency to aggravate others into showing 
weakness by unveiling their emotional connection to the game. This contradicts the fact that 
emotional elements are essential to what makes DayZ successful as a game. The meaningfulness of 
loss, which in turn gives meaningfulness to survival, are throughout the discussion brought up as the 
enjoyable part of the game. The moral choices of the player, which make a difference, are essential 
to the game. 
 
Strawman expresses a contradictory tone. If no emotional attachment to the game at all exists, why 
would one want to continue playing it? On the other hand, the fact that Strawman is continuing the 
‘metagame’ on the forums, contradicts his view that it would not matter to him if his player-character 
was indeed killed on sight.  
 
He points out that the playstyle of ruining someone’s day, which Real Meatshield claims to enjoy, is 
dependent on the fact that there is an emotional attachment to the player-character, the loss of which 
creates meaning and emotional upset. Strawman continues to reassert that there is certain player type 
or a playstyle that is the most suitable one for playing DayZ, as it will produce most fun to the players. 
 
Strawman: 
@Real Meatshield, [--] the problem with your kind - you seem to think 
everyone puts a lot of emotional value into what is after all just a game. - - 
Because it’s a game, and I play it as such. Especially since everything in the 
game is threatening one’s life (not yet, but in the future it will) [--] you think 
you have some sort of power to affect me emotionally by killing my 
imaginary self in a computer game is a bit strange. The most emotional I will 
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ever get over this is my choice of hat, for style. Wanna make a bet on who of 
the two of us grow tired of the game first? 
(Edited by Strawman, 23 February 2014 - 10:03 PM. 
Posted 23 February 2014 - 9:59 PM)169 
 
By belittling the emotional connection to the player-character and the loss of it, Strawman argues that 
the fun would be in fact lost for the players like Real Meatshield, because he does not in fact ruin the 
day for anyone. Nevertheless, even if Strawman was indeed indifferent to the death of his player-
character, we know that some of the players are certain to feel a sense of loss and upset from the death 
of their player-character. After all, death and its evasion are only a part of successfully surviving in 
the game world. 
 
Understanding the players’ need to belittle their emotions seems more reasonable when considered 
as part of players intention to prove their worth as players. For the player there is a need to control 
the emotional aspects of the game. One is supposed to be immersed in the game enough to care for 
the outcome, but yet remain in control of one’s emotions considering the game. Yet again, we see 
what McNamee describes as part of his virtue ethical approach of strong evaluation of one’s self. The 
player is assumed to remain in control of his behaviour throughout the event of playing.170 Much like 
what Huizinga claims for those playing being more kind to those who cheat, than those spoil-sports 
who reveal the fact that it’s only a game. By overreacting and letting one’s emotions take control, the 
player also breaks the magic of the play. It would seem that the emotional consequences need to be 
in a proper relation to the seriousness of the play. Thus one of the virtues of a player would seem to 
be the understanding of how to maintain the play.171  
 
Below we have yet another example of the defensive need to shelter oneself from being labelled as 
getting too emotionally involved in the game. This is in line what we saw with Huizinga earlier in 
chapter 3.1 in regards to the worthiness of the player.172  
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Korsbaek: 
Hey, hey hey hey! I’m not angry. At all. I accepted the dying part a long time 
ago, and I’m not attached to my gear at all. [--] Of course there would be 
people killing everyone they see in a real life zombie apocalypse. I have 
accepted that. What I haven’t accepted is that 80% of the population does it. 
This is why we need skills! I’m sorry if anything I have said sounded angry. 
It wasn’t supposed to sound like that. Discussing on the Internet is hard... 
(Posted 24 February 2014 - 02:05 PM)173 
 
Through the emotional connection players have to the loss of a character, killing can be considered 
an act of violence with consequences, at least inside the frame of the game. The significance of the 
action, however, does not necessary seem to carry over to real life. The emotional attachment to the 
game is thought to be in control of the player. We saw that getting too upset over a game is considered 
undesirable. The player ought to be able to exercise a level of control over his emotions on losing and 
winning. Even though the game gets its significance through the emotions of the player it is exactly 
those emotions the player is expected to be in control of. 
 
This slinging of stones over the emotional attachment can be seen as part of the metagaming of DayZ. 
The forums are not only a place to converse over the game but also an extension of it. The players do 
not participate in the conversation with their own personalities but behind forum avatars and the 
anonymity provided by them. The players are on the forums to affect how others play and to prove 
their worth, but also to create friendships and co-operation. 
 
It appears that in-game the world of DayZ is regarded as a place without rules, whereas the metagame 
of the forums is seen as something following in a more direct way the norms and rules of our daily 
lives where one is able to be more trusting towards their fellow player. The agreements made there, 
such as applying for a clan or some other form of co-operative play, are seen generally as more 
trustworthy. 
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Jimmy Rustlers: 
You took the risk by approaching complete stranger and that what you 
should be r[e]ady to face while doing so. Making friends and gaining trust 
is a hard part, but most rewarding too. Join some active group and it's a 
whole different game then. 
(Posted 22 December 2013 - 07:18 PM)174 
 
It is noteworthy that most of the players seem to agree that approaching players in-game is a tedious 
task and very dangerous, whereas the relations created outside the game are more trustworthy. Joining 
a clan can guarantee relative safety in the very dangerous world of DayZ. People in clans are generally 
friendly towards each other, and the aim of the clan is to work together in achieving various goals in 
the game. It is also fairly common to use a third-party software to communicate outside the game 
while playing, and also when not playing, and not rely merely on the communication means provided 
by the game. 
 
The meta-level of the forums is regarded as an essential part of the game as well. There are several 
‘services’ provided on the forums, such as medical assistance by clans or individuals. Many player 
driven events are also organised through the forums. The forums are seen by some as an essential tool 
for survival in the game world. 
 
Alsmir: 
Man, gamers sure have changed a lot. Back in Ultima Online times when 
someone would PK (player kill) you a lot and you couldn’t handle it (because 
PvE is more fun and I fight dragons) you would call some friends (since it’s 
multiplayer game and all you carebears call PvPers anti-social I guess you 
have plenty of friends in-game) kill the bandit, grab his gear - done, problem 
solved. Instead we have bunch of losers hitting forums and suggesting that mr 
bandito has no life, is a sadist in rl, has no friends etc. Many luls, man up and 
learn how to handle bandits. I enjoy PvP for the same reason I enjoy sports 
(in b4 someone calls me fat or something) - competition. Competition vs real 
players is more fun than slamming bugged and dumb AI. 
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(Posted 25 April 2014 - 01:05 PM)175 
 
In his post Alsmir describes his way of treating player killers. His method is very metagame oriented. 
It also confirms the effect of metagaming on gaming as he suggests to go and seek help within the 
forums to solve issues. It is easy to see also metagaming as a part of the game and a contest in itself, 
where there are ‘winners’ and ‘losers’ as well. Those who can influence the development of the game 
to a direction of their desire can be said to have won the metagame. Successfully affecting the way 
the other players play the game may possibly have an effect inside the game too. Using the forums 
properly is essential in forming social groups in the game, since doing so in the game can be a 
significant challenge due to the nature of the morally free environment of the game world. 
 
Alsmir: 
[Barnabus, on 26 Apr 2014 - 11:18 PM, said: 
Other than you whining about being a poor, misunderstood, psychopathic 
lunatic who’s crying? How about you "man up" and just once, once, try the 
HARD thing and make some new friends. I know you won’t, you’re just too 
busy doing the easy thing and taking the easy path and proving to no one but 
yourself what a "man" you are. That’s why you don’t get it.] 
 
Making friends is easy. Hit the forums, create a thread "Looking for a group". 
Talk with people who are interested in playing with you before you meet them 
in-game. Simple as that. Approaching random person saying "friendly" and 
hoping that you’ll become best friends is just stupidity. 
Before you call PvP easy maybe first try it yourself? I’m not talking about 
sniping bambis in Elektro or camping firestation with M4. I’m talking about 
squad vs squad gameplay with both sides fully geared. After you experience 
that fell free to make a judgement which is easier: coordinating your team 
under fire or having to look under the table to not miss the loot. 
(Posted 27 April 2014 - 10:48 AM)176 
 
                                                            
175 Post #1440. 
176 Post #1461. 
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Alsmir describes a view of how friendship is forged in the world of DayZ. There are three layers of 
which the first is the ‘biological reality’ where the player sits by his computer, strongly evaluating 
his actions as a player. Social bonds created in this layer, such as playing with one’s real friends, are 
very strong and follow the normative behaviour of the surrounding society. Secondly, the layer of 
metagame where one gets organized within clans and such like groups. On this level, even though 
perhaps not well acquainted with the people one plays with, one can have a much more trusting 
relationship with them. The behaviour follows, to a large degree, normative social rules, even though 
this meta-level is already considered a game in itself, with clan wars etc. Sending spies to other clans 
is not that uncommon. Lastly, the layer of the game world of DayZ itself, which would seem to be a 
cruel dog eat dog world, where you can trust hardly anyone. The social bonds created on this level 
are generally very flexible in their morals and do not follow the real life norms at all. 
Xandariel: 
Im not really a friend of killing ppl on sight (though I gotta admit I did it 
alot in the mod too, simply because I joined way too late and everyone 
tried killing me aswell). So a few friends and me were nice to ppl. [--] 
Everyone I met with an axe, while I had a rifle, was ridiculously friendly 
to me and wanted to group. [--] Whenever ppl see themselves in a better 
position than you, they try killing you. [--] If youre paranoid and dont want 
someone else to tag along because you fear he might betray you thats ok. 
You know, just tell them "Dont follow me" If they are unarmed or only 
have an axe and youre fully geared. If they dont listen, fine, kill them. 
(Posted 22 December 2013 – 01:54PM)177 
 
Xandariel describes the different layers and normative behaviour from his perspective. His friends 
who he plays with are not regarded as a threat what so ever, but the people they meet in the game are 
volatile and very unpredictable. 
  
When we observe this very dangerous and volatile setting from the ethical metaframe and from the 
perspective of the metaframe of rules, we find that the emotions seem to be essential part of the game. 
Not only are they necessary for the experience of the game to be interesting to the player, but also 
                                                            
177 Post #315. 
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they create the moral significance to the game, as noted by Tavinor earlier. The emotions could be 
seen as part of the game itself. Emotions are not only ‘affected’ but ‘played upon’. Following Tavinor, 
the players throw themselves into emotionally challenging situation. In which they are required to 
evaluate their level of emotional attachment to the game throughout the play. Players are to realise 
that the ‘social rules’ of not letting your emotions to take control, and by that ruin the illusion of the 
play for others, are binding them. At the same time players are vulnerable to losing their control, the 
balance is what creates tension and excitement. 178  
 
Emotions seem to work as a kind of an interface between the player’s epistemic understanding and 
the game world. The player’s epistemic choices are reflected as results of events in the game, which 
then affect the player’s emotions of the game. This creates an experience of events and a possibility 
to create a narration of events for the player to interpret. Through the emotional connection the moral 
choices create the fun of the game and the events have their meaning to the player. This meaning and 
interpretation is the good of the game and thus it is the measure of the virtues of the player. 
 
 
4.6 Virtuality and the virtues of violence  
 
In this chapter I analyse the data presented earlier using the metaframe of ethics and violence. I gather 
and reflect on the matters discussed throughout the analysis and interpret the data through the primary 
frame of virtual and as part of the post-secular. I conclude that the virtues of the players and their 
actions in virtual world of DayZ are measured by their effect on the enjoyment and fun of the story 
the players are co-creating, and that this makes the virtues of virtual worlds aesthetic in their nature. 
 
As Neitzel & Welzer point out, Goffman was not that interested in the formation of frames. How do 
the frames that organize, guide, and rectify our behaviour come to be? From the perspective of their 
study there is the quite apparent difference in the frames of ‘war’ and ‘peace’. How does the very 
obscure moral frame that is DayZ come to be? This question cannot perhaps be answered within this 
study, but it has become apparent that the frame through which the players understand the game, and 
the ethical choices they make, is a very different one from the frame than the one we are used to in 
our daily lives.179 
                                                            
178 Tavinor 2009, 106–107. 
179 Neitzel & Weltzer 2011, 315. 
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It would seem by what I showed earlier in the analysis that game provides a very free setting for 
interpretation of how to play the game. This leads to styles of play which are contradictory relation 
to one another, other would like to talk when others would like to fight. However the setting enables 
these different styles to coexist. I interpret this freedom as part of the moral emptiness of the public 
space of DayZ. 
 
That morally emptied space combined with the different approaches makes evaluating particular 
actions difficult, if not impossible. I have argued that the good of the game is the measure of the moral 
value of a virtue. This reflects the fact that in many ways DayZ reminds more of a toy than a traditional 
game, and in this it differs from the traditional understanding of the virtues of the good player 
 
I showed that there is a connection for the players in the way violence is represented in the game and 
that of real life violence. Which gives us ground to argue that the game is a moral canvas for the 
players, and that playing the game can be therefore interpreted as the post-secular moral search of an 
emptied public space. 
 
This moral search happens through the emotional attachment to the game that essential for the game 
to be interesting to the player. Through the emotional connection the player is able to create a 
wholesome interpretation of the game, a meaningful narration of the events, in which the search for 
moral understanding is possible. This meaningfulness of the story experienced is the good of the game 
and as such it is the measure of the moral value of actions and the virtuous player. Actions that create 
a good story to be told and experienced are actions that have value. The virtues of a good player are 
the ones that help in creating that. 
 
Actions and events happening in the virtual world have meaning to the player in a way that is neither 
natural nor social. The player’s experience of getting killed on sight takes place in the virtual frame. 
The player experiences the events, but their significance is translated to real life through his emotional 
reactions and understanding of the epistemic situation in the game through the frame of virtual, which 
organizes, guides, and rectifies the actions and understanding of the player. The player’s 
interpretation of the event is at the same time something that actually took place and is ‘real’ and at 
the same time something that is ‘not real’, as it is part of the social construction of a game in a digital 
environment. 
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Nevertheless, the events are not pieces of wood that we have socially constructed with the 
significance of queens and pawns. There is a distinct feeling of oneself being the one that is subjected 
to the events. One of the reflections of this is the way the players describe the events as if they were 
happening to themselves, or to ‘my character’. The player-character is not merely a pawn, as its 
function is an epistemic extension of the player to take actions and experience the virtual world. The 
player-character is what enables the ‘affordances of action’ to the player.180 
 
Violence in the context of a videogame seems to be rather close to the violence of wartime, at least 
on a theoretical level of the discussion the players have. The actions taken by soldiers in the frame of 
war in the work of Neitzel & Welzer can seem incomprehensible to us, but for the soldiers accustomed 
to violence and understanding their world through the frame of war, violence was not something out 
of the ordinary. 181  The same seems to apply to the frame of violence in DayZ. Torture and killing are 
not out of the ordinary behaviour, on the contrary, they are to be expected. When the context of 
violence is altered to be the ordinary, it results in a disturbingly different sphere of morality of action. 
What is normally prohibited is suddenly the norm. However, even within the context of approved 
violence there seems to be unapproved violence that is frowned upon, such as shooting ejected pilots 
in the WWII. To some it is extensive KOS in DayZ.  
 
Even if the killing and torturing in a game are not the same as in real life, there is distinct connection 
between them through the fact that the game is representing their real life counterparts. This is 
reflected in the way the players talk of the violence happening to them and using the same way of 
describing the events as the POW prisoners of a real war. The players partaking in the acts, are taking 
actions to ensure the events of this epistemic violence take place. A violence that has meaningful 
consequences as I have already shown earlier (see chapter 1.0 and analysis above).  
 
Causing death and loss seems to be easier when the victim is de-humanized and kept at a distance, as 
was the case with the pilots and U-boat crews of WWII. The player-character creates a distance to 
the victim, therefore when one tortures and kills someone in the game it is not an actual person who 
suffers the immediate consequences. The ease of violence is what the players seem to expect. There 
is practically no discussion on the forums for the need of violence in the game, violence is seen as an 
essential part of the game. The question whether or not people should refrain from violence in DayZ 
                                                            
180 Tavinor 2009, 74–80. 
181 Neitzel & Welzer 2011. 
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seems to be completely absent. Instead, many seem to underline the need for violence in the game as 
an important factor creating tension and excitement, which is one of the key elements of the fun the 
game provides, as we saw in chapters 4.1 to 4.5.182 
 
The most notable difference between the POWs discussing violence and the players of DayZ 
discussing it is the fact that for the players violence and war are not the norm in their everyday lives. 
DayZ is the out of the ordinary experience that would be worth telling a story in itself. Even though 
there are similarities between the way players and POWs describe the events as a hunt for example, 
for the players of DayZ it would seem that the violence in the game is more a “narrative tool”, 
something that provides entertaining situations and make-believe, ‘stories’ worth telling and 
experiencing. As Tavinor notices, the multi-appreciator fiction described in chapter 3.1 has a need 
for each player to create a meaningful experience. 183 Through the participative nature of videogames 
the players are able to experience that violence. The frame of the game gives the player the freedom 
to choose his approach to violence in the game. The player either uses violence or refrains from it, 
but the presence of violence is essential to the experience as we saw through the analysis in the 
previous chapter.  
 
It would seem that the acts of violence gain their significance not directly from being good in ethical 
sense, but instead of being ethical in the first place. Through this ethical play on violence, they have 
narrative value to the players’ experience of the game. They are supposed to be good stories to be 
told. Acts of violence inside the game create good content and fun gameplay, which would seem to 
be virtues for a good player, but seem not to have straightforward ethical implications in the sense as 
they would have through their normal consequences in reality. Quite on the contrary, they have the 
opposite results of being abducted and tortured while enjoying it, because of their value as interesting 
narration of the multi-appreciator fiction. 
 
When we observe the videogame DayZ as Taylor’s process of moral search and self-realization of 
the player and the in-game world as a moral canvas for doing it, as we saw in earlier chapters of the  
analysis, it becomes apparent that the whole experience is coloured through the social and historical 
context of the player.184 Our interpretation of the game is based on the frame we perceive it through. 
                                                            
182 Neitzel & Welzer 2011, 43. 
183 Tavinor 2009, 90–104. 
184 Taylor 2007, 3. 
 86 
 
As McNamee sees it, our interpretation of the narration of our own lives is an integral part of our 
understanding of what is to live a good life. This is the virtual frame we use to create a narration for 
the game itself, as something happening to us, but not quite real. One evaluates actions in real life as 
one does in DayZ, but the difference is that the events of DayZ do not carry over to real life. It used 
to experience a search for morality for the purpose of enjoyment and fun. The process of playing is a 
process of forming the ethics of playing. Participating in multiplayer game DayZ is to come under 
strong evaluation by the other players and by one’s self, in order to create a coherent moral narrative 
of the events of the representative violence of the game.185 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                            
185 McNamee 2008, 37. 
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5.0 CONLUSIONS  
 
In this study I have answered the research question “what is the ethical meaning and relevance of 
violence for the players in the virtual world of DayZ?” by analysing a forum discussion on the subject 
of killing on sight (KOS) in a massive multiplayer online (MMO) videogame DayZ. The hypothesis 
for this study was to understand playing DayZ as part of post-secular phenomenon as described by 
Canadian philosopher Charles Taylor in his work A Post Secular Age.186 The source material was 
selected to include a timeframe between the 17th of December 2013 and the 10th of August 2014 from 
the forum thread ‘So... KoS... [Official SA KoS Discussion Topic]’, considering discussion on KOS 
by the players of the game, on the Bohemia Interactive’s forum for DayZ. 
 
I used a version of Erving Goffman’s frame analysis as the method of this study.187 I used three 
different layers of frames, issue, meta- and primary frames, to analyse and understand the discussion 
on the forum from the perspective of ethics of virtual worlds. I will use the concepts issue frames and 
metaframes as coined by Dombos et al. in their paper “Critical Frame Analysis: A Comparative 
Methodology for the ‘Quality in Gender+ Equality Policies’ (QUING) Project”.188 The issue frames 
used were selected to represent the issues that arise from the data, to serve the underlying metaframes, 
namely violence, rules, and ethics. I also coined a primary frame ‘virtuality’ to better understand the 
actions and events that take place in a virtual world. 
 
As the analytical tools in creating the foundation for the analysis of the metaframes I used the 
following material. For the metaframe of violence I used Soldaten: on Fighting, Killing and Dying: 
the Secret Second World War Tapes of German POWs189 by the German historian Sönke Neitzel and 
German social psychologist Harald Welzer. I have used this metaframe to understand what the players 
talk about when they discuss violence in the game, and how violence is discussed in general in out of 
the ordinary circumstances where violence is the ordinary.  
 
For the metaframe of rules I used the doctoral thesis of Finnish game scholar Markus Montola On the 
Edge of the Magic Circle, Understanding Role-Playing and Pervasive Games.190 The metaframe of 
                                                            
186 Taylor 2007. 
187 Goffman 1974. 
188 Dombos et al. 2012. 
189 Neitzel & Welzer 2011. 
190 Montola 2012. 
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rules I have used to understand the different layers of rules affecting the perception of the players of 
the game and what is considered ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ in these different layers. The understanding of 
discussion on the ethical metaframe and the concept of ‘the good player’ I based on English 
philosopher Mike McNamee’s Sports, Virtues and Vices: Morality Plays191. I have used this 
metaframe to understand the ethical nature of competition in a game and how a player asses his own 
actions in a moral sense. 
 
For the definition and understanding of the basic concepts critical to the study: play, game, and 
videogame, I have Homo ludens192by Dutch historian Johan Huizinga to define and understand play. 
Markus Montola’s thesis193 I used in order to better understand and define games, and New Zealander 
philosopher Grant Tavinor’s The Art of Videogames194 I used to further understand and define 
videogames. The analysis followed the issue frames as to give structure to the analysis, and the 
metaframes and key concepts were used throughout the analysis as the main analytical tool for 
answering the research question. I have used these terms to understand how the players interpret the 
events of the game. 
 
 
Authentic stories of violence 
 
In the attempt to answer the research question, I found that DayZ seemed to serve a purpose of a 
moral canvas for the players to experience violence from the relative safety and distance created by 
the anonymity provided by the virtual game world and the player-characters in it. Violence, such as 
in the form of KOS, seemed to be an integral part of the game to the players, and even more so being 
the freedom to choose violence or refrain from it. The nature of violence in DayZ seemed to be 
violence for its own sake, autotelic violence, with no end but to experience the violence itself. The 
game world of DayZ served a very flexible moral setting to different styles of play and expressions 
of violence and different moral approaches to the game. This flexibility of the setting provided by the 
game resulted in large variation in the players views on how the game should be played and what the 
aim of the game is. This lead to disagreement on the effects of KOS for the game. 
                                                            
191 McNamee 2008. 
192 Huizinga 1949. 
193 Montola 2012. 
194 Tavinor 2009. 
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As a public space emptied of references to ultimate reality or God, the virtual world of DayZ could 
be interpreted as a search for morality for the individual player as well as for the community of 
players. Ethically, the players were expected to apply strong evaluation of their actions, even though 
the aim and premise of morality of those actions could vary from an individual to another and some 
actions of others could be in contradiction with their views. This lead to conclusion, that the measure 
of the morality of actions and events was their purpose in serving the ‘story’ or the ‘narrative’ created 
by the players in the multi-appreciator fiction the MMO provided. This could be interpreted from the 
perspective of the hypothesis that the morality of the actions in a virtual world can be interpreted by 
their ability to serve the search for the morality itself, the ability of actions and events to create an 
interesting story for each individual player. The virtues of a player serve him in an indirect way. 
Virtues do not necessarily aim for the refinement of the player himself, but for the fun and enjoyment 
of story the player’s are experiencing and creating. 
 
It seemed that the virtual world of DayZ provided merely an empty form or a setting for moral actions 
to be experienced in. The lack of unified moral grounds or consistency throughout the moral views 
of the players combined with the players’ readiness to defend this freedom to choose, would seem to 
indicate that the freedom to choose your morality in the game gives enjoyment to the players of DayZ. 
The possibility of experiencing out of the ordinary violence was what made the game unique to the 
players. Understanding this moral freedom from the individual's perspective through the virtue ethical 
analysis seemed to provide insight on how to interpret the half-real events for the players, for whom 
the experience in itself was one of the aims of the game. Playing the game could be understood a 
search for morality, a morality quite out of the ordinary. The moral evaluation of events basing their 
value in creating the experience in these fictional epistemic events that took place, created a virtue-
aesthetical approach to understanding ethics in virtual worlds. 
 
 
Ethics of aesthetics  
 
For further studies, the nature of virtual environment is clearly distinct from the one we are more 
accustomed to. Actions and their consequences do not follow in the line with those of the real world. 
In a virtual world the meaning and moral of events can alter from realm to realm, and from moment 
to moment. While we do not merely observe those events taking place, we take part in the actions 
creating them. 
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The morality of real life seems to have an effect in the virtual one. An immoral action committed in 
real life seems to bear the same immoral attributes when observed from the perspective of a virtual 
world, but the actions that take place in a virtual world do not seem to keep their moral attributes 
when observed from the perspective of real life. Even though the events affect us and perhaps even 
change us, through the emotional connection applied to virtual events, they do seem to carry the label 
of understanding them through the ‘virtual frame’ unquestionably, they are virtual events. We might 
change as a result of virtual events but the significance is ‘translated’ to reality by our understanding 
of them being virtual and through their emotional value. 
 
It seems that the key to understanding virtual is essentially aesthetical, a ‘form’ or a setting observed 
and interpreted, filtered through our own understanding and point of view. Actualization by 
representation was according to Huizinga what took place in a ritual. It would seem that something 
quite similar takes place in the modal props of a videogame. The players partake through the epistemic 
representation of events such as violence in something that has an esthetical form, yet is emptied of 
the moral references to ultimate reality. 
 
There is a very distinctive question to answer when we want to understand the ethics of virtual worlds: 
is virtual merely an extension of “reality” or a realm of its own right? From the perspective of this 
study, it would seem that there is a strong analogous relation between these two spheres. The moral 
fiber of reality does have a strong influence in virtual acts through the player’s involvement in the 
real world; however, these spheres have their own individual logic. A rape in the real world would 
seem to be a rape in virtual reality as well, whereas a rape in a virtual reality, even though an act of 
violence, might not be a rape in reality at all, but merely a representation that can be an enjoyable 
experience for both parties involved. This leads us to wonder whether the traditional understanding 
of ‘beauty’ as ‘good’ can be used to understand the actions that take place in the virtual worlds. 
 
I find here the limits of this study and perhaps a need for another study. To understand the ethics of 
virtual reality one must understand the cause-effect relations of actions differently. The conspicuous 
layered esthetical nature of virtual reality as means to experience out of the ordinary, gives us a serious 
challenge to reform our understanding of the ethics of aesthetics. It would seem that there is a need 
to propose the question again to advance further in this field. To gain more insight on the subject of 
this study, would require starting from the top from another perspective more profoundly grounded 
in the field of aesthetics. 
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